Taku Osoegawa is Research Associate at the Japan Center 
for Middle Eastern Studies (Beirut), which is part of Tokyo 
University of Foreign Studies. He holds a PhD in International 
Relations from the University of St Andrews. 


SYRIA AND 
LEBANON 


International Relations and Diplomacy 
in the Middle East 


TAKU OSOEGAWA 


I.B.TAURIS 


LONDON-NEW YORK ) 


Published in 2013 by I.B.Tauris & Co Ltd 
6 Salem Road, London W2 4BU 
175 Fifth Avenue, New York NY 10010 


www.ibtauris.com 

Distributed in the United States and Canada 
Exclusively by Palgrave Macmillan 

175 Fifth Avenue, New York NY 10010 


Copyright © 2013 Taku Osoegawa 


The right of Taku Osoegawa to be identified as the author of this work has been asserted 
by the author in accordance with the Copyright, Designs and Patent Act 1988. 


All rights reserved. Except for brief quotations in a review, this book, or any part thereof, 
may not be reproduced, stored in or introduced into a retrieval system, or transmitted, in 
any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise, 
without the prior written permission of the publisher. 

Library of Modern Middle East Studies 140 


ISBN 978 1 78076 536 5 


A full CIP record for this book is available from the British Library 
A full CIP record for this book is available from the Library of Congress 


Library of Congress catalog card: available 


Typeset by Newgen Publishers, Chennai 
Printed and bound by CPI Group (UK) Ltd, Croydon, CRO 4YY 


CONTENTS 


Acknowledgements 


Abbreviations 


Ll. 


Introduction: The Analytical Framework 

A Brief Survey of Previous Works and the Focal 
Point of this Study 

A Brief Overview of Theories Relevant to this Study 

Outline of this Book 


Disruption of the Lebanese State and 

Syrian Intervention (1970-1988) 

Middle East International Relations and the Impact 
on Syria and Lebanon 

Lebanese Non-Governmental Actors and Syria: 
Their Basic Interests and Relations 

President Sulayman Franjiya and the Asad Regime 

President Ilyas Sarkis and the Asad Regime 

President Amin al-Jumayyil and the Asad Regime 


Lebanon from ‘Anarchy’ to ‘Indirect Rule’ 
under Syria (1988-2005) 

Termination of the Lebanese Civil War and 
Consolidation of Syrian Hegemony in Lebanon 
Middle East International Relations and the Impact 

on Syria and Lebanon 


vii 


VI 


5. 


SYRIA AND LEBANON 


Lebanese Non-Governmental Actors and Syria: 
Their Basic Interests and Relations 
Prime Minister Rafiq al-Hariri and the Asad Regime 


Lebanon after the End of Syrian Hegemony 
(since 2005) 
Middle East International Relations and the Impact 
on Syria and Lebanon 
Lebanese Non-Governmental Actors and Syria: 
Their Basic Interests and Relations 
Prime Minister Fouad al-Siniora and the Asad Regime 
Prime Minister Sa‘d al-Hariri and the Asad Regime 
Prime Minister Najib Miqati and the Asad Regime 


Conclusion 

Theoretical Application 

Extrapolating Lessons to More Wide-Ranging 
Methodological Issues 


Notes 
Bibliography 
Index 


105 
114 


149 


150 


153 
159 
171 
175 


179 
179 


189 


193 
219 
229 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


This book arises from many arguments and debates that were 
developed whilst I undertook doctoral research at the University 
of St Andrews, Scotland. During my preparation of the original 
thesis, Professor Raymond Hinnebusch extended me invaluable 
academic support by sparing his precious time for discussing 
international relations theory and contemporary politics in the 
Levant region. Even after my graduation, he has consistently 
encouraged me to update the original study for publication and 
kindly given me shrewd comments on my draft. Thus, I would 
like to express my sincere appreciation to him for his proper 
guidance and warm support. 

Although this study is owed to broad support that I have 
received in Japan, Lebanon and the United Kingdom, I would 
like to express my deep appreciation for the following academics 
and researchers in particular. Following Mr Koichiro Tanaka’s 
special permit to dispatch me to Beirut, Professor Hilal Khashan 
offered me a research post at the American University of Beirut 
from May to October 2009. Professor Hidemitsu Kuroki and 
Professor Masato lizuka have afforded me an opportunity to 
live and research in Beirut since November 2010. Professor 
Kazuo Takahashi, Professor Tomoko Yamagishi and Professor 
Toru Tachibana granted me opportunities to teach at several 


VII SYRIA AND LEBANON 


universities in Japan: these experiences have stimulated my 
thought about this book. In addition, special thanks are due to 
Dr Henrietta Wilkins and Mr Robert Flahive, with whom I have 
enjoyed friendly discussions in Beirut. 

Regarding the process of publication, Ms Maria Marsh, editor of 
I.B-Tauris Publishers, has warmly supported my writing and 
quickly answered editorial questions. As my wife, Yoko, has pa- 
tiently supported me during the process, I dedicate this book to 
her. My parents, grandmother and aunts and my wife’s parents 
have always encouraged this project. 


ADF 
ASR 
CDR 
CIA 
DFLP 
FNC 
Future TV 
GCC 
GLC 
IAEA 
IIC 
LBCI 
LF 
LMN 
MNF 
MTV 
NBN 
NDC 
NLP 
NSF 
PFLP 
PFLP—GC 


PLA 


ABBREVIATIONS 


Arab Deterrent Force 

Arab Security Force 

Council for Development and Reconstruction 
Central Intelligence Agency 

Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine 
Free National Current 

Future Television 

Gulf Cooperation Council 

General Labour Confederation 

International Atomic Energy Agency 
International Independent Investigation Commission 
Lebanese Broadcasting Corporation International 
Lebanese Forces 

Lebanese National Movement 

Multi-National Force 

Murr Television 

National Broadcasting Network 

National Dialogue Committee 

National Liberal Party 

National Salvation Front 

Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine 
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine— 
General Command 

Palestine Liberation Army 


x 


PLO 
PNSF 
PSP 
SALSRA 


SLA 
SNC 
STL 
UNIFIL 
WMD 


SYRIA AND LEBANON 


Palestine Liberation Organization 

Palestine National Salvation Front 
Progressive Socialist Party 

Syria Accountability and Lebanese Sovereign 
Restoration Act 

South Lebanese Army 

Syrian National Council 

Special Tribunal for Lebanon 

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon 
weapons of mass destruction 


CHAPTER 1 


INTRODUCTION: 
JHE AUN ee YT Cat 
FRAMEWORK 


By investigating Lebanon’s own reasons for aligning with Syria, 
this book aims to answer the following question: Which theories 
of international relations are most relevant, or are best-suited, to 
explain Lebanon's relations — particularly its bandwagoning — with 
Syria from 1970 (when the Asad regime was established) to the 
present day? To achieve this aim, the actions and attitudes taken 
by Lebanon's political leadership, specifically the presidents and 
prime ministers, towards the Syrian regime are primarily focused 
on, although this study explores Syrian policy towards Lebanon. 
The aim of this introductory chapter is to lay out the broad per- 
spective considered in this book by providing an overview of the 
literature on contemporary Lebanese—Syrian relations and the focal 
point of this study, by situating it within the field of international 
relations theory and by presenting the plan of this book. 


A Brief Survey of Previous Works and 
the Focal Point of this Study 


There is a vast amount of literature on Lebanese and Syrian 
affairs, specifically a dramatic increase in the number of studies 
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on Lebanese—Syrian relations following the outbreak of the 
Lebanese Civil War in 1975, when Syria’s deep involvement in 
Lebanon started. Most of the literature on relations between 
the two countries focuses on Syrian motivations and behaviour 
towards Lebanon, and numerous interpretations are put for- 
ward by a variety of academics and journalists. Their analyses 
fall mainly into one of the two schools, according to whether 
external or internal factors surrounding the Syrian regime have 
affected its Lebanese policy. 

Works emphasizing the external factors include those of 
Avi-Ran (1991), Chalala (1985), Dawisha (1980 and 1984), Deeb 
(1989), Faksh (1992), Harris (1985), Hinnebusch (1986 and 
1998) and Seale (1988). Their interpretations are that the civil 
war in Lebanon provided Syria with both opportunities and 
reasons for intervening in Lebanon, thus allowing Damascus 
to help its Lebanese allies whenever they faced difficult situa- 
tions and to act as a mediator among the feuding Lebanese. More 
importantly, however, the turmoil also gave Israel an excuse to 
intervene militarily in Lebanon. On the basis of the recognition of 
Lebanon — especially the Biqa’ region in the eastern part of the 
country — as Syria’s ‘soft underbelly’, its policy was determined 
by the extent to which the civil war threatened its national 
security. Moreover, the conflict potentially meant the partition- 
ing of Lebanon, which could have acted as an opening for Israel 
to intervene, something which greatly worried Syria, thus influ- 
encing its policy-making. 

Asa result, it is the general interpretation that Syria intervened 
to save Lebanon from being partitioned and to stop the conflict, 
even though Damascus would sometimes support the fighting 
to its own advantage. As Harik (1997), Hinnebusch (1998) and 
Perthes (2001) suggest, this school also presumes that even after 
the end of the civil war in 1990 the Israeli threat has continued 
to be a key factor determining Syrian policy towards Lebanon. 

Works focusing on internal factors include those of Abukhalil 
(1994), Lawson (1996), Ma’oz (1988) and Pipes (1990). Among 
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these is a sectarian explanation arguing that Syria’s ‘Alawi- 
dominated regime led by President Hafiz al-Asad feared that the 
Muslim, especially Sunni, power and success in Lebanon would 
affect the Sunni community in Syria and ultimately lead to a 
Sunni domestic rebellion against the Ba’th regime. According to 
this view, Syrian policy towards Lebanon was supposed to have 
been shaped by the internal security situation of the Asad regime. 
On the other hand, an economic explanation, such as that offered 
by Lawson (1996), argues that Syria’s depressed economy, such 
as its capital shortages, had led the regime to seek to exploit 
Lebanon’s economic assets as a means of maintaining the loyalty 
of the regime’s supporters by permitting them to be involved in 
Lebanese businesses. 

There are a number of weaknesses in the arguments of the 
latter school. First, Hafiz’s reign (1970-2000) had been fairly 
stable except for a few occasions such as the Hama revolt in 1982 
and the period of his illness between 1983 and 1984. By subor- 
dinating non-governmental actors in Syria and thus freeing the 
regime from domestic pressure, he was able to adopt a foreign 
policy based on the most important national interest for Syria, 
ie. its protection from Israel. In fact, Syrian concern about an 
Israeli intervention in Lebanon prompted it to align itself with 
Lebanon’s Christian-Maronites against the Muslim groups and 
the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) in 1976, in order 
to prevent the possibility of a decisive victory by the Muslim— 
PLO coalition, which would have raised the chances of an Israeli 
penetration into Lebanon. The succeeding regime led by Bashar 
al-Asad, one of Hafiz’s sons, has generally managed to spare 
Syrian foreign policy from domestic pressure, although the fierce 
domestic opposition to the regime since the spring of 2011 might 
influence its foreign behaviour in the near future. 

The second weakness, which was especially found in Lawson’s 
argument, is that despite the existence of a certain measure of 
Lebanese—Syrian economic interdependency — with Syrian elites 
profiting from it mainly through smuggling — their economic 
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interests do not seem to offer a sufficient explanation for Syrian 
motivations and behaviour towards the neighbouring country. 
Indeed, during the civil war in Lebanon, ‘the [Syrian] intervention 
antagonifzled his [Hafiz’s} Soviet patron and even when — 
in the 1980s — the Syrian economy was actually in crisis, he 
continued policies in Lebanon which jeopardi{z}ed aid from 
Saudi Arabia and the Arab Gulf states (drives against the PLO 
and Maronites) and then from Iran (conflict with [Hizbullah]).! 
Since the end of the civil war in Lebanon, Syria has continuously 
supported Hizbullah’s military presence in southern Lebanon, 
although it has occasionally restrained the group, lest Israel inter- 
vene militarily. If Syria were to cooperate with Western countries 
to stop all political and military support to Hizbullah, it could 
gain more economic support in the form of both greater US and 
European aid and investment. 

In general, it seems that Syrian policy towards Lebanon has 
been mainly shaped by the former state’s security concern with 
regard to Israel. In this context, since Syria has tended to favour 
maintaining the status quo in Lebanon and stabilizing the 
country, its principal leaders have overall viewed Syrian involve- 
ment in their state positively, which could reinforce Lebanon’s 
general tendency to align itself with Syria. 

A number of works focus on Lebanon’s political and 
economic dynamics during the civil war, as represented by Abul- 
Husn (1998), Deeb (1980), Dessouki (1988), Hamdan (1997), 
Hanf (1993), Kassir (1994), Koury (1976), Petran (1987), 
Rabinovich (1984) and Sirreiyeh (1989). These works naturally 
refer to Syrian policy towards Lebanon, since Syria was the main 
protagonist among the states that had intervened in the Lebanese 
conflict. 

Later, after the end of the civil war in 1990, Syria’s position in 
Lebanon was further strengthened and ‘legalized’ by the conclu- 
sion of the Lebanese—Syrian Treaty of Brotherhood, Cooperation 
and Coordination on 22 May 1991. Indeed, among those works 
that studied Lebanon's political and economic dynamics during 
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the post-civil war period, Ellis (2002), Hudson (1999), Khazen 
(2001), Najem (2000), Nizameddin (2006) and Norton (1999) 
focus on the impacts of the Syrian position on the dynamics. 

Syrian policy towards Lebanon could be characterized by 
the use of its trans-state ties with Lebanon's groups and figures 
more than its official ties with the Lebanese government. This 
has made an interplay between Lebanon’s domestic and external 
factors decisive in shaping the country’s political, economic and 
social situations; both factors have been indeed so interconnected 
as to be scarcely distinguishable. In addition to Syria’s continuous 
penetration, its enormous influence wielded in Lebanon until 
2005, when its hegemony was terminated by the forced with- 
drawal of the army and intelligence from Lebanon, has generally 
prompted researchers to shift their focus away from studying the 
Lebanese government and its foreign policy behaviour as a uni- 
tary actor. This is because, unlike countries ‘where foreign policy 
remains insulated from the influence of domestic politics and well 
guarded by the regime in power, the demarcation line between 
foreign and domestic politics [has been} blurred in Lebanon’. 
It is indeed very difficult to trace the foreign policy of the divided 
and penetrated Lebanese state. Salem (1994) also suggests the 
difficulties in separating foreign policy from domestic politics in 
a state such as Lebanon under foreign control. 

However, since most previous works tended to emphasize the 
dominance of external powers over Lebanon, especially that of 
Syria, they fall short of studying Lebanon’s — at least the govern- 
ment leaders’ — ability to influence or react to dominant Syrians. 
This study thus aims to fill this gap in the literature and, in 
particular, challenge the commonly-held claim that Lebanon 
and its leaders were simple puppets of the Syrian regime from 
1975 to 2005, the period characterized as Lebanon under Syrian 
hegemony. 

On the other hand, it seems that there are no existing English 
and French books with explicit theory-based explanations of 
Lebanon’s contemporary relations with Syria. In order to explain 
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the relationship theoretically, this study considers the applic- 
ability of the following theories of international relations: simple 
realism, complex realism, constructivism and complex interdependence. 
Regarding this point, as Lebanon has been largely penetrated 
by Syria and thus Lebanese domestic developments have been 
mostly inseparable from the influence exerted by the strong 
neighbouring country, this research focuses on the developments 
where Lebanese presidents’ and prime ministers’ relations with 
the Syrian regime, explained by the above-mentioned theories, 
have been observable. While admitting that international rela- 
tions theory does not intend to explain domestic developments, 
it is different in the case of a penetrated state like Lebanon and 
this study could demonstrate that the theory is quite useful to 
understand the penetrated state’s coping with the powerful state 
on the former’s soil. 


A Brief Overview of Theories Relevant to this Study 


‘Simple Realism’: States as Rational Actors 


Facing External Threats 


A state’s formation and its power position in the international 
arena are decisive factors in shaping its external relations. 
In regards to its state formation, Lebanon has not been a unitary 
state and non-governmental actors in the country have been gen- 
erally powerful enough to threaten the government and have, in 
most cases, kept trans-state ties with Syria. When it comes to its 
international power position, Lebanon has been a small state in 
terms of its military strength, which, according to the theory of 
classical realism represented by Morgenthau (1948), should limit 
the scope of its external behaviour. Yet the systemic insecurity 
in the Middle East, which still seems among the most intense 
in the world, could still be expected to determine Lebanon’s 
external behaviour, as the theory of neo-realism in the writings 
of those like Waltz (1979) assumes. 
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Although classical realism focuses on the unit level and neo- 
realism stresses the systemic one, both theories, which might 
be termed here a theory of ‘simple realism’, presume states as 
unitary actors, and the actual and potential threats that states 
face as external. In other words, simple realism assumes that 
since a government represents the whole society, its chief foreign 
policy concern is security threats, and that since the threats are 
external, the political leadership of the state behaves as a rational 
actor trying to manage the international scene. This assumption 
seems applicable to Syria as a regional middle power.’ 

Once President Hafiz al-Asad consolidated his authoritarian 
rule,’ the Ba’th regime — by subordinating and restricting activ- 
ities of non-governmental actors in Syria — started to enjoy 
internal stability. This has made it possible for the Syrian 
regime to conduct its foreign policy relatively free from domestic 
constraints. Thus, Syria has behaved as a rational actor, effectively 
coping with external threats posed by Israel by accommodating 
its foreign policy to the changing regional circumstances in 
the Middle East. Although Syria aligned itself with the Soviet 
Union to increase its military capabilities during the Cold 
War period, Asad, who recognized that strong US support for 
Israel was paralleled by US concern for maintaining stability in 
the Middle East, sought to put pressure on Israel to withdraw 
its army from the occupied Arab territories by exploiting US 
anxiety.° While the United States under President Ronald Reagan 
‘treated Syria as a Soviet surrogate to be punished’,’ Asad tried 
to retain a degree of Syria’s independence by refusing to sign a 
friendship treaty with the Soviet Union, although he reluctantly 
ended up doing so. 

After the end of the Cold War, the collapse of the Soviet Union 
and the emergence of US military hegemony have had great 
impacts on the Middle East. For Middle Eastern states, such as 
Iran and Syria, the bipolarity, which made it possible for the Soviet 
Union to put a check on US power in the region and which also 
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made it possible for them to use the superpower rivalry to their 
advantage, provided ideal circumstances for the maintenance of 
regional autonomy.® However, the current US-dominated global 
military hegemony has reduced the autonomy of many regional 
states in the Middle East and forced them into a greater depend- 
ency on the United States, although some have tried to counter 
US military hegemony by reinforcing their ties with potentially 
countervailing powers. Under the increased constraints on its 
foreign policy options, Syria, aiming to dilute the US hegemony, 
attempted to cultivate ties with Russia, China and North Korea 
in the military field, and with European countries and Japan in 
the economic field. At the same time, acknowledging the need 
for US power to pressure Israel, Syria had carefully taken into 
consideration US interests in the Middle East until the 2003 
invasion of Iraq, when they became incompatible with Syria's 
national interests. 

Based on these domestic and external conditions, Syria’s for- 
eign behaviour in the Middle East has been shaped. Following 
the Israeli state’s constitution at the expense of ‘Greater Syria’,’ 
its seizure of the Golan Heights — Syria’s natural defence against 
Israel — in 1967 and its permanent military and economic super- 
iority as well as its potential ability to outflank Syria through 
Jordan and Lebanon, Syrian regime figures have perceived the 
Israeli threat as the greatest and most urgent facing their nation. 
Therefore, Israel has been Syria’s main enemy and _ security 
preoccupation. As Jordan has become a stable country follow- 
ing its repression of Palestinian guerrillas during 1970's ‘Black 
September’, the Syrian—Israeli conflict has been displaced from 
Jordan to Lebanon, with its permeability and turmoil during the 
civil war especially raising the likelihood of direct Syrian—Israeli 
military confrontation on Lebanese soil. 

Calculating both Syria’s military and economic capabilities 
rationally, the Asad regime has pursued ambitious but realistic 
goals vis-a-vis Israel, such as its attempts to recover the occupied 
lands (above all the Golan Heights) and to achieve Palestinian 
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rights, notably in the West Bank and Gaza, as part of a compre- 
hensive peace under UN Security Council Resolution 242. In this 
context, Israel has also been Syria’s main competitor for influence 
in Greater Syria (including Lebanon), which Syria still considers 
its natural sphere of influence and over which it has defined itself 
as a ‘parent state’ with special rights and responsibilities. Syrian 
efforts to seek a power balance against any Israeli threats have 
inevitably affected its policy towards Lebanon, where it has not 
only developed a ‘deterrence relationship”? with Israel, but also 
alliances with Lebanon’s governmental leaders and various non- 
governmental groups and figures to increase its security. 

Unlike the Syrian case, simple realism seems less gener- 
ally relevant to Lebanon’s external behaviour because of the 
characteristic of its state formation, i.e. the existence of strong 
non-governmental actors threatening the government, although 
the theory manages partially to identify external threats, oppor- 
tunities and options for the state. 

How can simple realism deduce Lebanon's external behav- 
iour? Since the weak Lebanese state has been surrounded by 
the powerful neighbours that have threatened its autonomy — 
namely, Israel and Syria — simple realism theoretically would 
expect Lebanon to pursue the following foreign policies: to seek 
support against these Israeli and Syrian threats among great 
powers, particularly the United States or France (Lebanon’s trad- 
itional Western ally); to appease Israel as a counterbalance to 
Syria; or to appease Syria as a counterbalance to Israel. 

However, except in a few cases where Lebanon allied with 
Israel and the United States against Syria, in general Lebanon 
has never failed to appease Syria and jump on Syria’s bandwagon. 
As one of the rare cases of Lebanon’s balancing against Syria, 
President Amin al-Jumayyil aligned Lebanon with Israel and the 
United States against Syria during the first half of the 1980s. In 
pursuit of winning Western support against the threats posed 
by Soviet-surrogate Arab neighbours, notably Syria, Jumayyil 
exaggerated the ‘communist threat’ and portrayed Lebanon as a 
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barrier to defend the ‘capitalist world’ in the Middle East under 
the heightened Cold War context at that time. The other case is 
that Prime Minister Rafiq al-Hariri on several occasions caused 
Lebanon to balance against Syria by relying on US and French 
support. This took place initially from 1992 to 1996 and later in 
a blatant manner after 2003. 

Although the Jumayyil case is explicable by the application 
of simple realism because of the rare situation where Lebanon's 
non-governmental actors, especially the Syrian-backed ones, were 
rather weakened by Israel and thus did not have enough power 
to threaten the government, Hariri’s case was different. This is 
because under the situation of the non-unitary Lebanese state, 
the power and influence of Lebanon’s pro-Syrian groups and 
figures and the resulting internal political calculations were non- 
negligible for Hariri. A neo-realist might say that the change in 
the international and regional balance of power, which has given 
the United States an unchallenged hegemony over the world after 
the 2003 invasion of Iraq, was what was really behind Lebanon's 
balancing against Syria after that year. However, this explanation 
using simple realism as theory is undermined by the fact that 
the strong opposition from half of Lebanon, led by Hizbullah, to 
the country’s balancing against Syria posed domestic constraints 
on Hariri and thus prevented him from pursing a diplomacy that 
was free from them. As internal division in a state is what simple 
realism would never anticipate, it is possible to say that the 
explanatory power of simple realism is very limited in the case 
of Lebanon’s external behaviour, even though it can be admitted 
that the international and regional dynamics has influenced it (as 
neo-realism predicts). 


‘Complex Realism’: Interrelated External 
and Internal Threats 


The theory of simple realism presumes that a state’s alignment 
decision (‘balancing’ or ‘bandwagoning’) is predominantly affected 
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by its external constraints and opportunities. In contrast, society- 
centred approaches such as pluralism view a state’s alignment 
decisions as primarily driven by its internal political incentives 
and risks. David’s (1991) work represents an effort to bridge the 
gap between the external and internal factors, and the backbone 
of his theory of ‘omnibalancing’ is ‘that [simple] realism must be 
broadened to examine internal threats in addition to focusing 
on external threats and capabilities (that is, structural argu- 
ments), and that the leader of the state rather than the state itself 
should be used as the level of analysis.!' His work is based on 
the assumption that since the political process in many develop- 
ing countries lacks legitimacy for a majority of the population, 
internal threats to state leaders may be more urgent than external 
threats. The omnibalancing theory predicts that most political 
leaders in these countries who face more immediate and dan- 
gerous internal than external threats often appease other states in 
order to protect the regime from these internal threats. 

David’s omnibalancing theory, which sees more pressing 
internal threats as an explanatory factor, influenced the theory 
of ‘omnialignment’ advocated by Harknett and Vandenberg 
(1997), a modified or ‘complex’ version of realism, and thus their 
omnialignment theory is termed ‘complex realism’ in this book. 
However, in their analysis, states are presumed to face inter- 
related external and internal threats, which are theoretically 
‘distinct from responses to primary external or primary internal 
threats’.'* A state’s leaders thus need to react to interrelated 
threats by taking the behavioural pattern of ‘omnialignments — 
international alignments that use a combined strategy to deal 
with internal and external security challenges that feed off one 
another’! 

According to Harknett and Vandenberg (1997), interre- 
lated threats generally occur when externally powerful states 
exploit a targeted state’s domestic instability and support 
domestic opposition actors in the state.!4 In this situation, the 
theory of omnialignment, i.e. complex realism, presumes that 
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a state’s leaders ‘must deal with multiple threats from differ- 
ent quarters’? Regarding Lebanon's relations with Syria since 
1970, it is impossible to neglect the fact that Syria has not only 
managed to maintain various trans-state relations with Lebanon’s 
non-governmental groups and figures in the context of the non- 
unitary Lebanese state, but also managed to pursue ‘divide and 
rule’ in Lebanon’s governing body as the government itself has 
not been generally unitary. As these Syrian-supported Lebanese 
actors have been, in most cases, in opposition to their presidents 
and/or prime ministers, the top leaders have had simultaneously 
to counter both the external threats in terms of Lebanon's dis- 
advantageous power balance vis-a-vis Syria under an anarchic 
international system and the internal threats posed by these pro- 
Syrian actors. 

Under these circumstances, deducing from Harknett and 
Vandenberg’s (1997) interrelated external and internal threats and 
strategies used by a state’s leadership to cope with these multiple 
threats, Lebanon’s presidents and prime ministers could have 
the following strategies for Lebanon in relation to Syria. First, 
they could resist, by relying on the Israeli, US, and/or French 
authorities, the Syrian regime in order to contain Syrian-backed 
Lebanese groups and figures (‘double balance’). Second, they could 
resist, with the help of the Israeli, US and/or French authorities, 
the Syrian regime as a perceived greater threat, while appeasing 
Syrian-backed Lebanese groups and figures as a perceived less 
immediate threat (‘balance—bandwagon’), though this scenario 
would be less predictable in reality considering Syria’s status quo 
policies towards Lebanon. Third, they could appease the Syrian 
regime, as a perceived less immediate threat, while resisting 
Syrian-backed Lebanese groups and figures as a perceived greater 
threat (bandwagon—balance’), although this scenario would be 
more likely when these groups became less important for Syria or 
started to violate its national interest. Fourth, they could appease 
the Syrian regime in order to get support from Syrian-backed 


Lebanese groups and figures (‘double bandwagon’).!° 


INTRODUCTION 13 


However, occurrences of the former two, i.e. Lebanon’s align- 
ment with Israel, the United States and/or France, have been rare 
in reality. In general, Lebanon’s presidents and prime ministers 
have appeased the Syrian regime as a perceived less immediate 
threat, while resisting Syrian-backed Lebanese groups and figures 
as a perceived greater threat ((bandwagon—balance’); or they have 
appeased the Syrian regime in order to win support from these 
powerful groups and figures (double bandwagon’). Although 
Prime Minister Hariri on several occasions balanced against the 
Syrian regime with international support, in particular the US 
and French after 2003 (when the shift in the regional dynamics 
of the Middle East, i.e. their negative perception of Syria, enabled 
Lebanon to find international allies against Syria), in order to con- 
tain Syrian-backed Lebanese groups and figures (‘double balance’), 
in general he bandwagoned with the Syrian regime. 

The main reason why Lebanese presidents and prime minis- 
ters have generally aligned themselves with the Syrian regime 
seems to be partially due to Syria’s status quo policies towards 
Lebanon. Since the Lebanese state has traditionally (and also in 
common with many developing countries) had little power to 
regulate social relations, strong non-governmental actors have 
emerged in Lebanon, threatening the government and maintain- 
ing trans-state ties with other states, especially Syria. Therefore 
it is unlikely that the Lebanese leaders have ignored the effects 
of penetration and manipulation of the domestic political system 
by Syria. In general, penetration is ‘more effective against open 
societies’,'’ and the success of penetration is dependent on the 
intention of the penetrating state.'® If a state seeks to establish 
or strengthen an alliance with a targeted state by manipulating 
the attitudes of the leaders and general public, it is unlikely 
that this behaviour is perceived as a grave threat to the state's 
independence.'? However, if a state seeks alignment in order to 
subvert the regime of the other state, the targeted regime will 
probably take a hostile attitude towards the penetrating state.7° 
Since the Syrian case has generally been of the former category, 
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the Lebanese leaders, not only the pro-Syrian, but also the anti- 
Syrian ones, have usually found it worthwhile to align themselves 
with the Syrian regime so as to be able to resist or appease 
powerful Syrian-backed Lebanese groups and figures. 

These interrelated threats have been especially sensitive for 
Lebanon’s Maronite leaders, particularly the presidents,?! who 
have emphasized Lebanese sovereignty. However, since they 
have mostly recognized Syria’s status quo policies towards their 
state, they have, reluctantly or not, tended to bandwagon with 
Damascus, except for the staunchest anti-Syrian figures like 
President Jumayyil. 

The viewpoint of the realist school (including both simple 
and complex versions) considers threats from the powerful Syrian 
state as an explanatory factor shaping Lebanon's relations with 
Syria, and it is also true that the Syrian status quo behaviour has 
affected Lebanese perception. However, considering the tendency 
of Lebanon's bandwagoning with Syria, there seem to exist more 
‘positive’ factors. In this regard, whether or not constructivism 
(identity) and liberalism’s concept of complex interdependence 
(involving multiple transnational and interstate ties and shared 
interests) could also explain the Lebanese—Syrian case is discussed 
in the following two subsections. 


Constructivism: Sovereignty vs. Trans-state Identity 


According to Hinnebusch (2002a), ‘Constructivists insist 
that interstate relations are contingent on the way identity is 
constructed; in the Middle East, sub- and supraj-]state identities 
compete with state identity, inspire trans[-]state movements, 
and constrain purely state-centric behaviofulr.”* This is because, 
as Gause (1997) says, ‘borders {in the Middle East} were not 
established through a historical process of domestic consolida- 
tion and external war’ and that ‘[tlhe power of the {centre} over 
society, in many cases divided along ethnic, sectarian, tribal, 
and/or linguistic lines, was limited and open to challenge’. 


INTRODUCTION 15 


Under the situation of ‘the uneasy relation of identity and state 
sovereignty’,** some Middle Eastern States are still challenged 
from both inside and outside. 

In the process of Western colonial states drawing boundaries 
without paying attention to the hopes and history of local people 
in the Middle East, the boundaries of Lebanon and Syria were 
indeed drawn on the basis of imperial calculations. The resulting 
division of the two countries with the arbitrary Lebanese—Syrian 
border and the tensions between their states and national iden- 
tities have led to a situation in which loyalty to each state has 
been contested by both sub-state (sectarian) and supra-state 
(pan-Arabism, pan-Islamism) identities in each society and thus 
irredentist feelings have been historically preserved. 

However, Egypt’s disastrous defeat in the 1967 war against 
Israel, the death of Egyptian President ‘Abd al-Nasir in 1970 and 
the dramatic changes in Egyptian foreign and domestic policies 
(infitah) have damaged the prestige and appeal of pan-Arabism 
and accompanied the consolidation of state sovereignty in the 
Arab region. President Asad of Syria soon started this process 
by subordinating non-governmental actors in the country after 
assuming the control of the Ba’th regime in 1970. However, the 
consolidation of state sovereignty in the Middle East has not 
completely freed Arab states from the pressure of pan-Arabism. 
Since state identity has not fully replaced pan-Arab identity in 
most Arab states, the legitimacy of a regime remains dependent 
on the extent to which it voices its support for Arab causes; even 
though this is often confined to lip-service.”’ 

While Syria has largely conducted its foreign policy based on 
its national interests, and while its concern for an Israeli inter- 
vention in Lebanon indeed prompted it to align itself with the 
Maronites against the Muslim—PLO coalition (as the theory 
of simple realism predicts), pan-Arab sentiments and Syria’s 
ties with both Lebanese governmental and non-governmental 
actors — not all necessarily based on pan-Arabism — have not 
only given the Syrian regime a motivation to intervene, but also 
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helped legitimize its behaviour with respect to the neighbouring 
states in the Arab world. On the other hand, as Gause (1992) 
points out, ‘Syria has been most careful to maintain the forms 
of Lebanese sovereignty while consolidating its protectorate 
there’2° To summarize, although most Arab states, including 
Syria, still take into consideration the symbols of pan-Arabism 
—as the norm of sovereignty has increasingly undermined that 
of pan-Arabism — their policies have become consistent with the 
states’ sovereignty. Nevertheless, respect for sovereignty when 
combined with a residue of pan-Arabism is not inconsistent with 
stronger regional powers seeking the building of spheres of influ- 
ence, which has been generally seen as a legitimate pursuit. The 
Syrian case indeed falls into this category. 

In contrast, it is Lebanon which has been the noteworthy excep- 
tion to the process of consolidating state sovereignty in the Arab 
region. While state control over society has been consolidated 
in other Arab states, Lebanon is still subjected to penetration 
by outside powers where its non-governmental actors, mostly 
sectarian-based, have maintained trans-state relations and 
sought support. Indeed, Lebanon’s major sectarian communities, 
i.e. the Maronites, Sunnis, Shi’as and Druzes, have had various 
co-religious ties with their counterparts in Syria. More import- 
antly, Lebanon’s political organizations, mostly formed on the basis 
of these sectarian affiliations, have generally aligned themselves 
with external powers, and some of these organizations, especially 
the Shi’a-based Amal Movement and Hizbullah, have kept close 
relationships with the Asad regime. In consequence, Lebanese 
trans-state identity continues to influence external behaviour by 
the state and as a significant portion of the Lebanese has held 
identification with Syrians, it is possible to say that Lebanon has 
not been in a position readily to balance against Syria. 

However, the long history of unequal relations between 
Lebanon and Syria seems to have been strengthening an anti- 
Syrian feeling among the Lebanese people, including Muslims. 
One example is that, after the withdrawal of the Israeli army from 
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the ‘security zone’ in southern Lebanon in May 2000, influential 
Muslims joined in the discussions calling into question the legit- 
imacy of Syria’s dominant position in Lebanon, and some have indeed 
demanded that Syria show greater respect for Lebanese sovereignty, 
while admitting the ‘special’ bonds between the two countries. 
After the US defeat of Iraq in 2003, Prime Minister Hariri balanced 
against the Asad regime, especially over the extension of President 
Emile Lahoud’s term, by relying on the increased anti-Syrian trend 
in Lebanon and exploiting the favourable international climate, 
although Hariri eventually turned back to align himself with the 
Syrian regime. Later, the assassination of Hariri in February 2005 
further strengthened the anti-Syrian tendency in Lebanon, albeit not 
among the significant pro-Syrian groups such as Hizbullah, bring- 
ing about the end of the Syrian hegemony in Lebanon. 

As Wendt (1999), a representative of the theory of construct- 
ivism, notes: ‘Structural change occurs when actors redefine who 
they are and what they want.’ Thus, it is possible to say that 
the identity change in Lebanon has arguably affected the trans- 
formation in Lebanese—Syrian relations. However, the continuing 
split in Lebanese identities still prevents Lebanon’s anti-Syrian 
factions from consolidating their hold over the state and fully 
asserting its sovereignty against Syria. 

As Wendt (1999) also points out the importance of the redef- 
inition of actors’ interests, it is worth addressing them in detail. 
At this point, the theory of complex interdependence seems to be 
relevant to the Lebanese—Syrian case and, in particular, to have 
an explanatory power for Lebanon’s historic, long-term bandwag- 
oning with Syria and some Lebanese leaders’ recent detachment 
from the Asad regime. 


Complex Interdependence: Shared Economic 
and Political Interests*® 


According to Keohane and Nye (2001), the theory of complex 
interdependence has three main characteristics: the participation 
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of actors other than state governments; an agenda of interstate 
relations consisting of multiple issues that are not arranged in 
a clear or consistent hierarchy; and ineffectiveness of the use of 
armed forces in regard to certain issues, notably economic rela- 
tions.”? In addition, the two academics distinguish between 
the two concepts of ‘sensitivity’ and ‘vulnerability’ as keys to an 
understanding of power in complex interdependence: complex 
interdependence makes countries sensitive to what happens in 
other countries and vulnerable to high risks and costs if they 
attempt to sever their connection with the countries in ques- 
tion”? In other words, complex interdependence assumes a 
cooperative relationship between states which is based on mul- 
tiple ties created by various actors and accompanies their shared 
interests and resulting interdependency. 

Regarding Lebanese—Syrian relations since 1970, reflecting 
the characteristic of the non-unitary Lebanese state, not only 
governmental, but also non-governmental actors in Lebanon 
have maintained multiple ties with Syria, which has generated 
some cooperative relations between the two states. In addition, 
there have been Lebanese and Syrian leaders’ shared economic as 
well as political interests and their resulting interdependency, 
leading to Lebanon's general tendency to bandwagon with Syria. 

Basically, Lebanon and Syria have maintained strong eco- 
nomic relations. First, Syria is still one of the main markets for 
Lebanon’s exports and imports. Second, since the Bath regime 
openly encouraged the private sector to play a greater role in 
Syria by introducing Investment Law 10 in 1991, Lebanese banks, 
with other Lebanese entrepreneurs, have been able to operate in 
Syria, greatly benefiting from their geographical proximity. On 
the other hand, Syrian officials, politicians and businessmen 
have traditionally had an amount of foreign reserves in Lebanese 
banks. For example, under a ‘Pax-Syriana’ in 1976 Lebanon’s 
banking sector was able to resume its activities and Syrian 
enterprises were again given an opportunity to utilize Lebanese 
investment capital! Third, the presence of Syrian workers in 
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Lebanon has generally yielded some benefits for the latter 
country, although it is admitted that their presence has definitely 
raised the unemployment rate in Lebanon and provided Syrian 
regime figures with a pretext for intervention on behalf of the 
workers. Lebanese business elites have indeed enjoyed a supply of 
unskilled labourers willing to work at menial jobs for extremely 
low wages. On the other hand, their presence in Lebanon has sig- 
nificantly benefited the Ba’th regime, including a decrease in the 
unemployment rate in Syria and annual remittances of billions of 
dollars from Lebanon. 

Their shared political interests include the fact that Lebanese 
leaders, on the one hand, have exploited Syrians to their advan- 
tage, while the Syrian regime, on the other hand, has used these 
figures to consolidate the country’s power in Lebanon. As this 
phenomenon was especially observed from 1975 to 2005 (when 
Syria exerted a dominant influence in Lebanon), if one applies the 
concepts of ‘sensitivity’ and ‘vulnerability’ advocated by Keohane 
and Nye (2001) to Lebanon’s political field during those 30 years, 
to the extent that Lebanon’s political leaders relied heavily on 
Syria as their power base, one could conclude that their sensitivity 
to Syria was high. In contrast, if they had relied on other states 
and thereby diversified their power base, their vulnerability to 
Syria would have decreased. However, as these political interests 
actually became vested ones, most of Lebanon’s leaders had no 
interest in giving them up and generally bandwagoned with the 
Asad regime until the assassination of Hariri in February 2005. 

As a result, presumed by complex interdependence, the exist- 
ence of shared economic and political interests and the resulting 
interdependency could explain Lebanon’s bandwagoning with 
Syria. Nevertheless, it is necessary to note that Bashar al-Asad’s 
succession in 2000 and his marginalization of the regime's 
Sunni ‘old’ elites (such as “Abd al-Halim Khaddam and Hikmat 
al-Shihabi) detrimentally affected their Lebanese Sunni partners 
(such as Prime Minister Hariri) and, thus, their interest in cooper- 
ating with the Syrian regime. As Hariri’s explicit, but temporary 
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balancing against the Asad regime after the US conquest of 
Iraq in 2003 (he ultimately cooperated with the Syrian regime 
in extending Lahoud’s presidential term) was largely affected 
by a shift in the Lebanese and Syrian leaders’ shared interests, 
the changed actions and attitudes taken by Hariri could also be 
explained by complex interdependence. The factor of ‘interests’ 
indeed influenced Hariri and thus reshaped Lebanese—Syrian 
relations, along with the previously mentioned factors, i.e. the 
shift in the regional dynamics of the Middle East and in the 
identity among the Lebanese. 

In summary, Lebanese presidents and prime ministers, 
although they have viewed the Syrian regime differently, either 
positively or negatively, have had their own reasons to align 
themselves with Damascus and thus Lebanon’s bandwagoning 
with Syria has on the whole been maintained. 


Outline of this Book 


To answer the question brought up in the opening sentence, 
Chapter 2 (from 1970 to 1988), Chapter 3 (from 1988 to 2005) 
and Chapter 4 (since 2005) look closely at the actions and atti- 
tudes taken by Lebanon’s presidents or prime ministers towards 
the Syrian regime, after reviewing the external and internal 
circumstances affecting their relations. Because Syria has pene- 
trated into Lebanon, its domestic developments where its leaders’ 
‘diplomacy’ vis-a-vis Damascus has been observed will be largely 
examined in detail. 

The hypothesis of this study is based on the following the- 
ories of international relations: simple realism, complex realism, 
constructivism and complex interdependence. Specifically, it 
is based on the assumption that Lebanon’s relations with Syria 
since 1970 must be understood in terms of (a) Lebanon’s reactions 
to external threats (which could explain very few episodes); (b) 
strategies adopted by Lebanon’s top political leaders to cope with 
interrelated external and internal threats from Syria; (©) Lebanon’s 


INTRODUCTION pl 


still powerful trans-state ties with Syria under the contradiction 
between Lebanese sovereignty and identity; and (d) Lebanese and 
Syrian leaders’ shared economic as well as political interests and 
their resulting interdependency. Chapter 5, then, discusses both 
the validity of these theories and more wide-ranging methodo- 
logical issues. 


CHAPTER 2 


DISRUPTION OF THE 
LEBANESE STATE AND 
SYRIAN INTERVENTION 
(1970-1988) 


The early 1970s, first, witnessed the paralysis of the Lebanese 
state, in contrast to its relative stability prior to 1970, and thus 
Lebanon’s consociational democracy! became gradually dysfunc- 
tional. On the other hand, Syria under President Hafiz al-Asad 
was in the process of promoting its internal stability (although 
there had been a succession of military coups in the 1950s and 
1960s) and gradually transformed the state into a regional 
middle power. Given these contrasting situations, Syria started 
its involvement in Lebanon, which made Lebanese—Syrian rela- 
tions asymmetrical. 

As most government structures came close to collapse 
following the outbreak of the Lebanese Civil War in 1975, 
‘semi-anarchy’, a situation having the following characteristics, 
emerged in Lebanon. First, a government lacks a monopoly over 
the use of force or legitimacy, and non-governmental actors are 
armed and struggling for power, in most cases backed by external 
actors (these features are generally common to ‘anarchy’). Second, 
a ‘unitary’ government nevertheless continues to exist formally 
and sustains efforts to restore order, unlike in anarchy. 
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In fact, it was surprising that the ‘unitary’ Lebanese gov- 
ernment continued to exist formally until 1988 and its leaders 
to some extent continued to attempt to restore internal order 
and defend Lebanon’s sovereignty by political, military and/or 
economic means. These included reconciliation attempts, the 
formation of cabinets and endeavours to reunify the Lebanese 
army and carry out economic reconstruction. Regarding the for- 
mation of cabinets, there are theoretically three types of cabinets 
which could contribute to the re-establishment of order: a ‘sal- 
vation cabinet’ in which almost all important non-governmental 
groups’ leaders should participate, in the case of Lebanon, espe- 
cially the zvama (plural of za’im);? a ‘technocrat cabinet’ focusing 
on economic reconstruction; and a ‘military cabinet’ formed 
mainly by army officers. 

When the Lebanese government attempted to restore ‘normal’ 
state functions by these political, military and/or economic 
means, its leaders had to be mindful of Syrian policy towards their 
state and were forced to cope with Syrians mostly in Lebanon’s 
domestic contexts, as Syria exerted a dominant influence on 
Lebanese soil. For its part, Syria took an interest in restoring order 
in Lebanon, so as not to give Israel any cause for intervention 
and, more importantly, so as to be able to maintain that its pres- 
ence was ‘widely perceived as “beneficial” by the international 
community’ As a result, the Asad regime not only interfered in 
the attempts undertaken by the Lebanese government, but also 
mediated between warring Lebanese factions, convened recon- 
ciliatory meetings and arranged its own peace plans for Lebanon, 
although at the same time the regime sometimes encouraged 
sectarian conflicts in order to enact ‘divide and rule’. 

As Syrian policy towards Lebanon, having largely been a reflec- 
tion of the regional dynamics in the Middle East (as the theory 
of ‘simple realism’ presumes), was characterized by using its 
trans-state ties with Lebanon’s non-governmental actors (mostly 
sectarian-based) more than its official ties with the Lebanese gov- 
ernment, its top leaders had to keep an eye on both the regional 
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and trans-state factors. Therefore, it is helpful, first, to describe 
these factors, before discussing in detail the political, military 
and economic aspects of the Lebanese—Syrian relationship. 

Among top Lebanese leaders, this chapter primarily examines 
the actions and attitudes taken by President Sulayman Franjiya, 
President Ilyas Sarkis and President Amin al-Jumayyil towards 
the Asad regime of Syria. This is because until the amendment 
of the Lebanese constitution in 1990, the presidency possessed a 
degree of power superior to that of its counterparts, the premier- 
ship and the parliament speakership. In addition, it is necessary 
to mention that while the civil war in Lebanon continued until 
1990, this chapter deals with the period until 1988. This is 
mainly because the year witnessed the end of the existence of a 
‘unitary’ government, one of the characteristics of semi-anarchy, 
and the emergence of two rival governments with no president in 
Lebanon. The other reason is that many events happening in the 
last two years of the civil war, the most important of which being 
the formation of the Ta if Agreement, have definitely affected the 
post-war Lebanon. 


Middle East International Relations and 
the Impact on Syria and Lebanon 


Introduction 


The international relations of the Middle East had a consider- 
able impact on Syrian policy towards Lebanon, which Lebanon’s 
presidents had to consider when they took action and formed 
attitudes towards the Asad regime. A series of inter-Arab coop- 
erations and conflicts affected Syrian—Lebanese relations, notably 
the formation of the Riyadh—Damascus—Cairo axis, the disputes 
between Egypt and Syria over Egyptian President Anwar Sadat’s 
separate diplomacy with Israel and the Iraqi—Syrian rivalry that 
existed after the outbreak of the Iran—Iraq War. However, at 
the same time, the Arab League (typically led by Saudi Arabia) 
made efforts to mediate the inter-Arab struggles over Lebanon. 
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In addition, regional conflicts in the Middle East, such as the 
Israeli-Syrian struggle and the Iran—Iraq War, had an impact 
on Syrian—Lebanese relations. Finally, at the international level, 
the USA—USSR Cold War was played out in the region, specif- 
ically in Lebanon. The United States intervened in the Middle 
East and in the Lebanese conflict, often on the Israeli side but 
occasionally to support Maronite actors, while the Soviet Union 
provided some support to Syria. 


Formation of the Riyadh—Damascus—Cairo Axis 


While stabilizing Syria’s domestic front in order to maximize its 
power and resources for the struggle with Israel, President Asad 
set up new alliances between Syria and the Gulf oil states by 
halting the ideologically-based verbal attacks against them. The 
Asad regime thus received financial assistance, which was des- 
perately needed to rebuild and expand the military capabilities 
of the Syrian army and also to co-opt, appease or subdue elements 
of Syria’s Sunni bourgeoisie who had contested the legitimacy of 
the ‘Alawi-dominated regime.t Asad also maintained Syria's 
close relations with the Soviet Union in order to secure a supply 
of arms. 

Asad’s success in creating a ‘presidential monarchy” by sub- 
ordinating non-governmental actors in Syria as well as playing 
them off against each other allowed him to pursue a foreign 
policy that was relatively unconstrained by domestic concerns, 
as the theory of simple realism can explain. Under the rein of 
Asad, Syria changed from being a victim to a regional player 
and this new status made it possible for the state ‘to effect- 
ively adapt foreign policy to the changing geopolitical power 
balance’.° Syria improved its relations with Egypt and the prag- 
matic trend in Arab politics that had begun after the 1967 
Arab-Israeli War was reflected in the foreign policies adopted by 
both Asad and Egyptian President Anwar Sadat.’ They aligned 
with King Faysal of Saudi Arabia, consequently forming the 
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Riyadh—Damascus—Cairo axis.® However, these relations were 
soon worsened by Egypt’s unilateral conclusion of the first disen- 
gagement agreement with Israel in January 1974 (Sinai I) and by 


the premature lifting of the oil embargo by the Gulf oil states.” 


Egypt’s Separate Diplomacy towards Israel 


When the civil war erupted in Lebanon on 13 April 1975, rela- 
tions between Syria and Egypt were poor. Concerned about their 
relationship, Saudi Arabia took the initiative with the aim of rec- 
onciling disputes between Syria and Egypt. In mid-April 1975, 
a Saudi-initiated trilateral conference in Riyadh led to reconcili- 
ation, albeit partial and temporary, between Syria and Egypt.'° 

Indeed, Syrian—Egyptian relations soon deteriorated after 
the conclusion of the second disengagement agreement in 
September 1975 (Sinai II) between Egypt and Israel.'' The agree- 
ment did not refer to the situation in the Golan Heights and 
made Syria more vulnerable to Israel while at the same time 
securing the Egyptian—Israeli border. Then, Syrian President 
Asad regarded the Egyptian behaviour as a further betrayal 
following the events of the military operation during the 1973 
October War. 

It is this that led Syria to focus serious attention on Lebanon. 
The Syrian—Egyptian disputes spilled over into Lebanon, with each 
having local proxies. Moreover, with Lebanon’s border stretching 
across the western part of southern Syria, this made it possible for 
Israel to attack Syria via Lebanon and thus made Syria vulnerable 
to that kind of attack. As Weinberger (1986) notes, ‘fa}lthough 
Lebanon was a “confrontational state” only in the 1948 Arab— 
Israeli war, Syria had long recognized its neighbofu}r’s potential 
military significance in both a defensive and offensive capacity.’! 
Given Syria’s increased vulnerability to Israel as Egypt with- 
drew from the Arab-Israeli power balance, Asad paid increased 
attention to the civil war situation in Lebanon and attempted to 
dampen the conflict, as it could potentially give Israel a cause 
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for intervention in Lebanon. Over time, Syria’s initial mediatory 
activities and indirect intervention through its proxy forces were 
stepped up to the level of direct military intervention. 


US and Israeli Roles in the Entrance of the 
Syrian Army into Lebanon 


At the same time, the increased Syrian involvement in Lebanon 
caused considerable Israeli concern. In 1976, the escalation of 
the Lebanese conflict threatened to bring about a direct mili- 
tary confrontation between Syria and Israel over Lebanon. Under 
these circumstances, the ‘Red Line Agreement’, the aim of which 
was to prevent this happening by guaranteeing respect for 
mutual security needs between Syria and Israel, was arranged 
with the support of the United States. US Secretary of State 
Henry Kissinger recognized Syrian President Asad’s fear of pos- 
sible Israeli intervention in Lebanon to protect Christians. In 
fact, Asad attempted to keep the Lebanese National Movement 
(LNM)"? and the PLO under his control in order to avoid the 
Maronites being forced into a corner by these factions. Since such 
a Syrian attempt to pacify Lebanon would be beneficial to Israel, 
the latter made a secret agreement, allowing the entry of a small 
number of Syrian troops into northern Lebanon. 

As Sela (1998) pointed out, the Red Line Agreement also 
‘entailed Asad’s renewed commitment to take part in the peace 
process under American supervision with the aim of reaching an 
agreement with Israel on ending the state of war in return for its 
withdrawal to the pre-June 1967 borders’. Since Asad expected 
‘Golan IT to be the eventual outcome, Syria needed to show the 
United States that its behaviour in Lebanon was moderate and 
that it did not pose a threat to Israel. The agreement stimulated 
a Syrian—Maronite alliance, and Syria’s policy of taking the side 
of the Maronites presented a favourable opportunity to Lebanese 
President Franjiya (a Maronite). Having been heavily handicapped 
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by the powerful LNM—PLO coalition, Franjiya managed to deal 
with the coalition by aligning himself with Asad during the 
spring and summer of 1976. 


Saudi Intervention and Creation of the 
Arab Deterrent Force 


While Syria aligned with the Maronites, Egypt had been support- 
ing the LNM—PLO coalition. As a result, tensions between Syria 
and Egypt were at their worst. This situation heightened Saudi 
Arabia’s concern and led to Riyadh’s efforts to resolve both the 
Lebanese conflict and the Egyptian—Syrian discord. On the 
one hand, Egypt had traditionally opposed attempts to unify 
the Eastern Arab region, and it interpreted Syrian policy under 
President Asad towards Lebanon as a move in this direction. On 
the other hand, Syria had, by the end of September 1976, gained 
a sufficiently dominant position in Lebanon to push its own 
settlement backed by the military presence.'© 

However, Asad calculated that supporting the inter-Arab 
solution sponsored by Saudi Arabia would be politically and 
financially advantageous in regard to the Syrian position on 
Lebanese soil. In addition, as Asad worried about the backlash 
against his decision to suppress the Palestinians and the Muslims 
in Lebanon, which was de-legitimized not only in Syria, but also 
in the Arab world, he needed to get out of the anti-Palestinian 
and Muslim conflict. Since Saudi—Egyptian relations were still 
good, Saudi Arabia managed to convene a preliminary meeting 
in Riyadh in mid-October, and an Arab League conference was 
held in Cairo a week later.'” 

Syrian and Egyptian cooperative behaviour in both meetings 
led to some positive measures to end the Lebanese conflict. In 
fact, the symbolic Arab Security Force (ASF) which consisted 
of 2,500 troops, whose creation had resulted from an Arab 
League conference in Cairo on 10 June 1976 and whose aim had 
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been largely to replace the Syrian army having already entered 
Lebanon on 1 June, was expanded to become the 30,000-strong 
Arab Deterrent Force (ADF).!® The ADF’s mandate was to secure 
a ceasefire by facilitating the withdrawal of all Lebanese militia 
groups and Palestinian forces to the locations they had held before 
the start of the civil war, and to support the Lebanese govern- 
ment in regaining its authority and implementing its policies.’ 
Although this decision by the Arab League might have intended, 
as in the creation of the ASF, to contain Syria’s role in Lebanon, 
it led to the legitimization of the Syrian presence under the ADF 
banner. 

Since the Arab states could not reach an agreement on the 
sizes of each national contingent in the ADF, the Arab League 
left this issue to the newly elected Lebanese President Sarkis.”° 
His own election to the presidency having been due to Syrian 
help,”! Sarkis determined that up to 25,000 Syrian troops should 
be included in the ADF, despite the PLO’s demand for the max- 
imum number to be 10,000.77 


Sadat’s Trip to Jerusalem and Israeli Aggression under the 
Likud Government 


After the creation of the ADF, the Lebanese situation was rela- 
tively calm for the first half of 1977. However, Egyptian President 
Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem in 1977, the Camp David Accords in 
1978 and the Egyptian—Israeli Peace Treaty in 1979 had a pro- 
found impact on inter-Arab politics as well as, by extension, on 
the Syrian and Lebanese situations. Syria’s vulnerability increased 
considerably, since the Egyptian policies made it possible for the 
Israeli army to concentrate on its northern and eastern borders. 
In addition, the establishment in 1977 of the Likud govern- 
ment in Israel, led by Prime Minister Menachem Begin, increased 
Syrian President Asad’s concern. This aggressive government 
actually aimed to expel Syria and the PLO from Lebanon by 
upgrading its alliance with the Maronites, which dated back to 
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early 1976, when the Maronites received military support from 
Israel.?* Begin ordered the Litani Operation in southern Lebanon 
in 1978, the beginning of Israeli aggression which would cul- 
minate in the massive operation in Lebanon in June 1982. Due 
to Egypt’s expulsion from the Arab world and the resulting major 
Arab-Israeli power imbalance, Israel was able to afford overt 
support to the Maronites, both militarily and politically. These 
circumstances led Syria to shift its alliance from the Maronites 
to the Muslims and the Palestinians, i.e. its traditional allies in 
Lebanon, in order to contain the Israeli threat. Since Asad had 
no hope of recovering the Golan Heights through US mediation 
after the conclusion of the Camp David Accords, he had no need 
to show that Syrian policy towards Lebanon was moderate by 
facilitating the calm of the Lebanese—Israeli border. 

Despite the Syrian policy shift, which opened the possibility of 
increased turmoil in Lebanon, President Sarkis generally avoided 
explicitly antagonizing the Asad regime and instead attempted 
to seek Arab intervention.” Sarkis requested some Arab and 
international backing for Lebanese sovereignty and aimed to 
secure Lebanon's autonomy from Syria without provoking it.” 
After the failure of international efforts in the autumn of 1979 by 
France and the United States (the latter sent the former Under- 
Secretary of State for Political Affairs, Philip Habib) to resolve 
the Lebanese turmoil, Sarkis put more emphasis on an inter-Arab 
settlement for southern Lebanon.?° Since the PLO’s military 
presence in the south was also a great concern for Sarkis’s Sunni 
counterpart, Prime Minister Salim al-Huss,?’ who had been 
designated by Sarkis in December 1976 and was grappling with 
economic reconstruction,?® Sarkis gained support from Huss. 
In consequence, the Lebanese government adopted a unitary 
stance at the 1979 Arab League summit in Tunis. However, the 
differences of positions between the PLO and the Lebanese side 
remained large.’ Since Syria needed an armed Palestinian pres- 
ence in southern Lebanon to counter the increased pressure from 
both Israel and the Maronites, it inevitably supported the PLO 
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rather than the Lebanese government.*” Eventually, the summit 
rejected Lebanon’s foremost demand, i.e. the withdrawal of the 
PLO from the area south of the Litani River,*' and was finally 
closed without a final communiqué.” 

Since the situation in southern Lebanon continued to be highly 
volatile, in July 1981 the Lebanese government required the Arab 
League to hold a summit focusing on the south.?* The Lebanese 
demand was finally realized at the Fez summit in November. 
Lebanon managed, in spite of disagreements by the Arab states 
over the Saudi-proposed ‘Fahd Plan’ for the Arab-Israeli conflict, 
to obtain a unanimous resolution, the most important recom- 
mendation of which was the deployment of the Lebanese army 
in southern Lebanon.>* However, the effect of this resolution was 
impeded by the antagonism between the hard-line and moderate 
Arab states and by the confrontation between Saudi Arabia and 
Syria, mainly deriving from the Islamic Revolution in Iran and 
the Iran—Iraq War, in which Syria backed Iran. 


Fragmentation in the Arab World and the Emergence of the 
Syrian—lranian Alliance 


The Iran—Iraq War brought about new and immediate fragmen- 
tation in the Arab world, which manifested itself in the formation 
of the two axes. On the one hand, there was an Iraqi—Saudi— 
Jordanian axis, which became a powerful alignment within the 
Arab system in the early 1980s.” On the other hand, resulting 
from the regional isolation of these two countries, there emerged 
a Syrian—Libyan axis.*° Syria was excluded from the Iraqi—Saudi— 
Jordanian axis because of the collapse of its brief unity talks with 
Iraq in 1979, its support for Iran in the Iran—Iraq War and the 
worsened relations that resulted. At the same time, Syria and 
Iran were forced into a close alliance by their common hostility 
or vulnerability to Iraq and Israel. Libya was isolated by its leader 
Muammar al-Qadhafi’s many adventures and destructive activ- 
ities with regard to its neighbouring countries. 
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As a result, relations between Syria and Saudi Arabia, which 
were rather important for the former position in Lebanon, 
became strained. At the same time, Syria’s alliance with Iran had 
repercussions in Lebanon and made Israel’s military operation in 
Lebanon increasingly costly for Israeli itself. With Syria’s agree- 
ment, Iran sent members of the Revolutionary Guard to Lebanon 
during the Israeli invasion in the summer of 1982. The Pasdaran 
troops that were sent into Lebanon by Iran were training future 
Hizbullah militants in the Biqa’ region, along the Syrian border, 
and thus the Syrian—Iranian alliance played an important role 
in creating Hizbullah in 1982. While Iran supported Islamic 
movements such as the Islamic Unification Movement in Tripoli 
and Islamic Amal in the Biga’ region, its main pillar in Lebanon 
became Hizbullah. 

Under the establishment of the Israeli hegemony in Lebanon as 
a result of its summer invasion in 1982, the alliance between Syria 
and Iran made it possible for Hizbullah to attack the Israeli army 
and Lebanese President Jumayyil. He was elected in September 
1982 under Israeli supervision after the assassination of his elder 
brother, Bashir al-Jumayyil, and was viewed by Hizbullah as 
a Western surrogate. In October 1983, Hizbullah orchestrated 
twin suicide bombings against the American and French army 
bases that were part of the Multi-National Force (MNF), with the 
aim of expelling the Western powers from Lebanon and shaking 
the authority of Jumayyil.°’ These attacks actually contributed 
not only to the MNF’s withdrawal in February 1984 and the 
abrogation of the May 17 Agreement (which was concluded in 
1983 between Israel and Lebanon under US guidance and was 
a virtual ‘separate’ peace treaty) in March 1984,*8 but also the 
resulting recovery of Syria’s hegemony in Lebanon. 

However, Iran’s support for ‘radical’ Hizbullah was later at 
odds with Syria’s well-calculated and cautious policy towards 
Lebanon, and President Asad was specifically concerned about 
Hizbullah’s activities such as hijacking airplanes and kidnapping 
Westerners. The Damascus—Tehran axis became consequently 
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strained, and the most important example of such tensions was 
the confrontation between the Amal Movement (supported by 
Syria) and Hizbullah (backed by Iran) that took place in the 
latter part of the 1980s.*? Following the confrontation between 
their respective allies, Syria and Iran eventually managed to rein 
in their rivalry and to keep their alliance intact by forming the 
Damascus Agreement in 1989.*° 


USA-USSR Rivalry and Israeli Hegemony in Lebanon 


Since the détente between the superpowers was ended by the 
Soviet invasion in Afghanistan in 1979 and by the subsequent 
coming to power of US President Ronald Reagan in 1980, the 
Middle East, as is usual for the Third World, became an arena 
for superpower rivalries and surrogate conflicts. Israel and its 
Lebanese allies, especially the Maronites, exploited the new 
situation to contain the Syrian—Muslim—Palestinian advance in 
Lebanon and to create an Israeli-dominated order. They realized 
that the Reagan administration tended to see issues in the Third 
World as an extension of the Cold War and thus articulated their 
own causes in terms of the USA—USSR confrontation. 

These circumstances led President Jumayyil to conclude the 
May 17 Agreement between Lebanon and Israel in 1983, under 
the pretext of defending the Middle East from the ‘communist 
threats’ posed by the Soviet Union and its regional allies. He 
may have also calculated that encouraging the United States to 
consider Lebanon in the context of the Cold War might result in 
Lebanon being able to negotiate more equally with both Syria 
and Israel. 

During the Lebanese—Israeli negotiations, Jumayyil consid- 
ered a peace treaty with Israel as to be out of the question,*! since 
it would run the risk of encouraging further domestic conflicts 
and outside interventions, especially from Syria. However, Israel 
hoped, in reward for its withdrawal from Lebanon, both to con- 
clude a peace treaty and to normalize relations with Lebanon, 
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and it became clear that the United States had no intention of 
pressuring Israel to change its position.** The Lebanese—Israeli 
negotiations thus reached a stalemate. Later, it was the shuttle 
diplomacy between Israel and Lebanon by US Secretary of State 
George Shultz that helped them to complete a draft agreement, 
which was finally signed by both Lebanon and Israel on 17 May 
1983 (the May 17 Agreement).4? However, Shultz, despite his 
earlier pro-Arab stance, did not assume the role of an impartial 
mediator and surrendered to the powerful pro-Israeli lobby in 
the United States, ignoring Syria’s interests. The agreement was, 
in spite of Lebanese objections, a virtual ‘separate’ peace treaty. 
The Lebanese government expressed disappointment at both the 
contents of the agreement and the role of the US mediator.*4 

The May 17 Agreement would have imposed Israel’s hegemony 
over Lebanon by opening the latter country to Israeli armed 
forces and products and by banning Arab forces from being 
stationed in Lebanon, with the simultaneous withdrawal of the 
Syrian army being stipulated as a condition for the Israeli army’s 
withdrawal.” Although the United States and Israel calculated 
that ‘a militarily weakened Syria had no choice but to accept 
withdrawal or face continued Israeli occupation of Lebanon’, 
Syria refused to withdraw its forces from Lebanon on the basis of 
the agreement and demanded its complete abrogation.” 

This demand was based, primarily, on Syria’s assertion that 
the May 17 Agreement violated Lebanese sovereignty and that 
it would strengthen Israeli-Maronite ties.** In this regard, Syria 
objected particularly to the formation of Lebanese—Israeli Joint 
Supervisory Teams, which were to be under the control of Israeli 
military officers and whose role was to patrol the Lebanese— 
Israeli border.” Furthermore, the agreement had the enormous 
potential to threaten Syria’s national security. This was because 
the agreement accorded considerable control to Israel over the 
whole of southern Lebanon, prohibited any opposition to Israel 
on Lebanese soil and banned the passage through Lebanon or 
its air space of troops, weapons and equipment to or from any 


36 SYRIA AND LEBANON 


state not having diplomatic relations with Israel.°° Third, as a 
self-proclaimed champion of the Arab cause, Syria calculated 
that any separate accord with Israel would weaken Palestinian 
power,’! not to mention its own bargaining position over the 
Golan Heights. In total, Syria dismissed the May 17 Agreement 
as it did the second ‘Camp David’ accord.” 

Syria in the end refused to withdraw from Lebanon on the 
basis of the May 17 Agreement, and its initiatives to promote 
Lebanese opposition to the agreement resulted in the formation 
of the National Salvation Front (NSF).* The Syrian army and 
the NSF confronted the Israeli army and its allies in Lebanon, 
notably President Jumayyil and the Maronites in the Shuf area 
during the summer and autumn of 1983, the ‘Shuf War’ 

Although Jumayyil relied on Israeli and US power to contain 
the Syrian-backed NSF, the Israeli army suffered a large number 
of casualties. Mindful of the risks that would follow a confronta- 
tion with a Syrian army that was reinforced by USSR aid,” the 
Israeli army withdrew in September 1983 from the Shuf area to 
the Awali River in southern Lebanon.*° Based on the Treaty of 
Friendship and Cooperation with the Soviet Union that Syria had 
concluded in October 1980, their negotiations led the USSR in 
late 1982 and early 1983 to dispatch some 5,000 military advi- 
sors and SAM-5 missiles to Syria.’ The Syrian army thus gained 
enough power to confront the Israeli army in the battle with the 
aim of destroying the May 17 Agreement, which would have 
dragged Lebanon into Israel’s orbit. 

In addition, a succession of fierce Shi’a attacks against the US 
presence on Lebanese soil in 1983 — the April bombing of its 
embassy and the October bombings of MNF facilities including 
the US Marine Corps barracks — had a tremendous impact on 
the Reagan administration. The United States finally decided in 
February 1984 to withdraw its troops from the MNF.® In the 
end, Jumayyil’s reliance on the Israeli and US military presence 
evoked disapproval in Lebanon’s Muslim communities, most of 
which were supported by Syria and Iran, and also led to huge 
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and violent uprisings, which ultimately resulted, in March 1984, 
in Lebanon's abrogation of the May 17 Agreement.”? As US and 
Israeli power dwindled in Lebanon, Jumayyil now attempted to 
mend Lebanon’s relations with Syria, which resulted in failure. 

With Israel’s hegemony in Lebanon decreasing, Syria began to 
rebuild its hegemony there.°! However, Lebanon continued to be 
in a dangerous condition during the latter part of the 1980s. In 
fact, Syria and its important ally, the Amal Movement, were in 
confrontation with the PLO, especially the Fatah faction and its 
leader Yasir “Arafat, and with Iranian-backed Hizbullah in the 
battle of Palestinian refugee camps, the so-called ‘Camps War’. 


Brief Summary 


In summation, it could be said that Lebanon's collapsed and 
penetrated situation was not only affected by the international/ 
regional rivalries in the Middle East, but also provided an arena 
for these rivalries. This was true particularly in terms of the inter- 
Arab antagonism between Syria and Egypt and that between 
Syria and Iraq; the regional struggles, manifestations of which 
were the conflict between Syria and Israel and the Iran—Iraq 
War; and a dimension of the USA—USSR Cold War confron- 
tation in the Third World. While the Arab League, notably 
Saudi Arabia, tried to contain the inter-Arab antagonism and to 
stabilize Lebanon, for example through the introduction of the 
ADF, these efforts tended to end up legitimizing Syria’s role in 
Lebanon. 


Lebanese Non-Governmental Actors and Syria: 
Their Basic Interests and Relations 


Introduction 


With the Lebanese state increasingly dysfunctional, non- 
governmental actors in Lebanon stepped up their activities and 
became more or less organized and armed militias. The main 
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groups — such as the Maronites, Sunnis, Shi’as, Druzes and 
Palestinians — all had trans-state relations in one form or another 
with Syria, which Lebanon's presidents had to examine when 
they took action and formed attitudes towards the Asad regime. 
The trans-state relations between the Lebanese non-govern- 
mental actors and Syria were largely determined for the former 
by power calculations and identities, for the latter by its pos- 
ition as a regional middle power in the Middle East and by its 
domestic circumstances. On the one hand, Syria used these non- 
governmental actors to serve its own national interests, acting 
as a balancer, aggressor and/or patron during the civil war in 
Lebanon. Syria also attempted to minimize its reliance on any 
single group or identification with a particular side in the con- 
flict for the purpose of legitimizing its presence in Lebanon, even 
though the characterization by Abukhalil (1994) of its policy 
as one of drawing a distinction between friends and enemies at 
particular junctures seems valid.®? For their part, the Lebanese 
non-governmental actors saw Syria’s involvement as an oppor- 
tunity for them to pursue or protect their own interests, and 
their behaviour was mainly determined by a combination of 
power calculations and the identity of each group. 


The Maronites and Syria 


As Rabinovich (1984) pointed out, the three main parties with 
a Christian-Maronite orientation and their militias constituted 
the political and military pillars in Lebanon’s Maronite com- 
munity. They were Pierre al-Jumayyil’s Kata ib Party, Kamil 
Sham’un’s National Liberal Party (NLP) and Franjiya’s group. 
Maronite identity would, all things being equal, have made 
them opponents of Syria’s influence in Lebanon; however, their 
power calculations could either reinforce or dilute this orienta- 
tion, depending on the context. 

The Kata’ib Party initially took a position between Franjiya’s 
cooperative attitude towards President Asad and Sham‘un’s 
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long-term antagonism against him. As Asad managed to 
improve his relations with the Kata’ ib Party in the early 1970s, 
Jumayyil actually visited Syria in December 1975.%° Despite their 
original conflicting views, Jumayyil and Sham‘un later formed 
the Lebanese Front in January 1976, with Sham’un as the presi- 
dent and with Jumayyil leading the Lebanese Forces (LF) as its 
joint militia against the powerful LNM—PLO coalition.” 

In addition to these figures, there were ‘moderate’ Christian 
leaders who had flexible views on power sharing with Muslims 
in Lebanon’s political system, and in order to preserve Lebanese 
sovereignty they attempted to find a modus vivendi with the 
Palestinians. After the spring of 1975, Sarkis became the most 
prominent representative of this trend. 

Lebanon’s Maronites’ relations with Syria changed dramatic- 
ally as their needs and circumstances altered. Fearing that the 
LF would not be able to withstand the heavy offensive by the 
LNM-PLO coalition, Franjiya and Jumayyil requested Asad in 
May 1976 to send the Syrian army into Lebanon.®? The conditions 
of the deal were as follows. Syria would protect the Maronites 
from the coalition and force a political solution based on the 
Constitutional Document, which had been formed under Syrian 
supervision in February, and which stipulated the preservation 
of Lebanon’s sectarian system. On the other hand, the Maronites 
in turn would recognize Syria's ‘special status’ in Lebanon.” 
However, once the Maronites were free from the threat of their 
military and political defeat, they gradually came to oppose the 
Syrian military presence, partly because Syria was renewing its 
alliances with Muslims and Palestinians in Lebanon. 

Under these circumstances, as Zamir (1999) pointed out, there 
emerged three types of attitudes towards Syria among Lebanon’s 
Maronite leaders after 1976. First, Franjiya, who had maintained 
close ties with the Syrian regime and particularly with Asad, 
and who also owed the prevention of his earlier ousting from the 
presidency to Syrian help, advocated that Lebanon’s close relations 
with Syria be maintained. Second, Sarkis accepted Syria as the 
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dominant force in Lebanon, but sought to contain it by relying 
on the power of the United States and other Arab countries. A 
third, but prevailing, Maronite attitude towards Syria, advocated 
by the Lebanese Front, sought the recovery of Maronite political 
and military power against Syria by seeking a strategic alliance 
with Israel. At the same time, it took the form of the LF lead- 
ing a series of armed struggles against the ADF in Lebanon.’! 
Aware that the Maronites could not restore their hegemony 
over Lebanon, the Lebanese Front also sought a Christian ‘mini- 
state’ as part of Lebanon’s ‘cantonization’, which provoked strong 
Syrian opposition, since it would strengthen Israel’s role in 
Lebanon. 

In addition, the Lebanese Front also sought leverage over Syria 
by allegedly supporting the Muslim Brotherhood in Syria,’ 
which inflicted severe blows on the Asad regime during the late 
1970s and early 1980s. Although Syria accused the Kata’ib Party 
of facilitating the Muslim Brotherhood’s activities in Lebanon 
and also being involved with them inside Syria, it hoped to put 
an end to this alleged involvement by improving relations with 
the Lebanese Front.’* On the other hand, Syria put emphasis on 
terminating the new relations between its hostile neighbour Iraq 
and the Lebanese Front, after the leader, Sham’un, stated that 
Iraq should play a more active role inside Lebanon.” 

After the assassination of Bashir al-Jumayyil by an alleged 
Syrian agent, Lebanon’s Maronites realized that their alliance 
with Israel had become too costly and was also a threat to their 
solidarity, as the alliance split the community between pro- 
Israeli and pro-Syrian figures. In May 1983, Franjiya formed the 
NSF with Rashid Karami and Walid Junblat, which was estab- 
lished at the behest of Syria and through mediation between 
the three leaders, and which aimed to abrogate the May 17 
Agreement between Lebanon and Israel.” 

The solidarity of the Maronites was also shattered by their 
internal conflict. Faced with such younger militia leaders as Ilyas 
Hubayga and Samir Ja’ja’, who had gradually consolidated their 
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power after the outbreak of the civil war by challenging trad- 
itional leaders in Lebanon’s Maronite community, the ageing 
Sham’un and Pierre al-Jumayyil began to lose the power they 
had once possessed within the community.”° According to 
Petran (1987), the death of Jumayyil in August 1984 had a par- 
ticularly strong impact on Maronite solidarity.’’ In February 
1985 the LF, led by pro-Israeli Ja’ja’, revolted against the Kata’ib 
Party and its leaders.’® Ja’ja’ objected especially to President 
Amin al-Jumayyil’s attempts to improve his relationship with 
Asad and declared the LF’s independence of the Kataib Party 
regarding the issues of security, politics, finance and information.” 

However, perceptions within the LF changed, and the idea of 
reaching an accommodation with Damascus, which had been 
advocated by the intelligence chief, Hubayqa, began to gain 
support within the organization.*° This was primarily due to the 
Israeli army’s withdrawal in stages between January and June 
1985 from most of southern Lebanon and southern Biqa’ to the 
‘security zone’ along Israel’s northern border. Also, it was due 
to the heavy defeat of the LF by the NSF in Sidon, for which 
Ja’ja had been responsible.*' However, since Hubayqa’s align- 
ment with the Asad regime was largely based on his desires to 
contain Ja’ja’ and to consolidate his position within the LF by 
using recovering Syrian power in Lebanon, he did not receive 
solid support from Lebanon’s Maronite community at large. 
After Hubayqa signed the “Tripartite Agreement’ with Nabih 
Berri and Junblat in December 1985 to stabilize Lebanon under 
Syrian hegemony, the LF actually splintered.®? Backed by strong 
Maronite opposition to the agreement stemming partly from the 
Syrian regime’s disregard for and bypassing of President Jumayyil 
and supported by a majority in the Lebanese army command 
and the anti-Syrian Maronites, Ja ja’ managed to have Hubayqa 
and his followers ousted to Syrian-controlled Biqa’.®’ After this, 
Maronite—Syrian relations remained poor, and the Asad regime 
was unsuccessful in finding reliable leaders in the community 
other than Franjiya. 
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The Sunnis and Syria 


Among Lebanon’s Sunnis the major actors were ‘traditional’ lead- 
ers (zwama), ‘moderate’ political leaders, Nasserist organizations 
and Sunni fundamentalists. From a Syrian point of view, the 
Sunnis constituted one of its natural allies because of their Arab- 
oriented identity. Syria also needed to maintain good relations 
with Lebanon’s Sunni community, since the “Alawi-dominated 
and secular-oriented Asad regime was viewed with suspicion by 
Sunnis in Syria, especially in the 1970s and early 1980s, when 
the regime was engaged in violent military confrontation with 
a Sunni fundamentalist group, the Muslim Brotherhood. Also, 
with the Sunnis holding Lebanon’s premiership, cooperation 
with them was necessary if Syria was to put its Lebanese policy 
into effect smoothly. On the other hand, because the Sunnis in 
Lebanon lacked military forces, apart from the relatively weak 
Nasserist organizations, the community needed the protection 
offered by Syria’s military and political power. Although the 
Lebanese Sunnis could conceivably have relied on other Arab 
states to compensate for their relatively decreasing power during 
the civil war, it appears that Lebanon’s geographical proximity 
with Syria and the weakened Egyptian influence in the Arab 
world after the death of President ‘Abd al-Nasir played an 
important role in making Syria their natural protector. 

The power of Sunni zvama had diminished during the con- 
flict because of the rising power of the so-called ‘radical’ groups 
in the Muslim community such as the LNM and Hizbullah. 
However, the Asad regime relied on Lebanon's Sunni zwama to 
counter the powerful LNM—PLO coalition and, in particular, to 
confront the Israeli-backed Maronite forces. Among the Sunni 
zuama, the Syrian regime’s relations with Karami were generally 
stable, and he indeed participated in the NSF, which was formed 
under the Syrian initiative to counter the May 17 Agreement 
between Israel and Lebanon. Sa’ ib Salam initially hesitated to 
align himself with the Syrian-backed NSF,°4 even though he 
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condemned Amin al-Jumayyil’s election to the presidency.® 
However, once it was clear to him that President Jumayyil had 
failed to restore security in West Beirut, the seat of his own power 
base, Salam associated himself more closely with the NSF.°° 

President Asad relied mainly on ‘moderate’ Sunni polit- 
ical leaders in Lebanon for his stabilization efforts. Both Huss 
and Shafiq al-Wazzan held the premiership during the term of 
President Sarkis, and they tried to pacify the country in cooper- 
ation with the Syrian regime.*’ 

On the contrary, Syria’s relations with Nasserist organizations 
such as the Independent Nasserist Movement and its militia, 
Murabitun, remained strained, except during the first phase 
of the civil war when Syria supported the LNM—PLO coali- 
tion. These organizations demanded the abolition of Lebanon's 
sectarian system and attempted to drive the Maronites into 
a corner and to further fortify Lebanon as a power base for 
Palestinian armed struggles against Israel. The Asad regime was 
concerned about Nasserist behaviour, since it would provide a 
base for Syrian dissidents and a pretext for Israel’s penetration 
into Lebanon. Syria’s relations with Muslim fundamentalists in 
Tripoli were also poor, since many of the members of the Muslim 
Brotherhood were flowing into the city and finding protection 
there, especially after the Hama massacre by the Syrian regime 
in 1982.58 


The Shi'a and Syria 


The Shi'a community in Lebanon had two main political 
groups. One was the Amal Movement, led by Berri and call- 
ing for moderate reforms of Lebanon’s political system. The 
other was Hizbullah (the Party of God), guided by its ‘spir- 
itual leader’, Sheikh Muhammad Husayn Fadlallah, and taking 
more radical stances that sometimes brought about clashes with 
Syria.8? Although both groups had connections with Syria, the 
Amal Movement was the closer ally. This was because after the 
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anti-Ba’'th Sunni disturbances in Syria in 1973, Musa al-Sadr, the 
then head of the Higher Shi’a Council in Lebanon, responded to 
Syrian President Asad’s need by issuing a religious sanction (fatwa) 
which stated that the ‘Alawis constituted a community of the 
Shi’as.? Asad indeed welcomed the Sadr statement, as it would 
help him control a majority of Sunnis at home who had deep 
misgivings about his ‘Alawi-dominated regime! Asad, on the 
other hand, acknowledged the increasing power of the Lebanese 
Shi’as under Sadr and was able to meet his need for a strong 
external patron to further consolidate his power in Lebanon. 

After the outbreak of the civil war, the Amal Movement bene- 
fited in a number of ways from its relations with Syria. After the 
disappearance of Sadr, the Amal Movement’s founder, its leader 
Husayn al-Husayni (from 1978 to 1980) and his successor Berri 
ensured that there were good relations with Asad.°* Having 
become a dominant force in Lebanon’s Shi’a community, the 
Amal Movement decided to break ranks with the LNM—PLO 
coalition. This was because the LNM—PLO coalition controlled 
Shi'a areas in southern Lebanon using harsh measures, including 
torture, which led to Shi'a antagonism against the coalition.”’ 
Thus, the Amal Movement became one of a small number of 
pro-Syrian organizations, when Damascus aligned in June 1976 
with the Maronites, to contain the LNM—PLO coalition. Since 
most Muslims regarded the alignment as a case of betrayal by 
the Asad regime, Syria thereafter treated the Amal Movement 
as one of its most reliable allies in Lebanon. Syria was motivated 
in so doing not only by the rising Shi'a political, military and 
demographic power in Lebanon,” but also by its need to have 
a Muslim force in Lebanon to counterbalance the Sunnis, espe- 
cially when the Asad regime confronted the Muslim Brotherhood 
inside the country.” In fact, the Amal Movement had a reliable 
militia, and its strong sympathy towards the Asad regime was 
well-preserved during the period. 

In addition, as Abukhalil (1990) pointed out, ‘Syria also 
needed the Amal Movement as a tool for Syria’s regional 
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policies.?’ Since the penetrated and fragmented Lebanese state 
was an arena for regional power rivalries, the Asad regime used 
the Amal Movement as a proxy for its anti-Iraqi campaigns.”° 
Indeed, many pro-Iraqi Ba’th leaders were assassinated by the 
Amal Movement,”? which was against Saddam Husayn’s war on 
Shi'a Iran. 

After the Israeli invasion in 1982, Iranian-backed Hizbullah 
increased its power in Lebanon, and the Amal Movement 
emerged as an important tool by which Syria could prevent Iran 
from dominating the Shi’as in Lebanon. Syria’s relations with the 
Amal Movement temporarily worsened as a result of the move- 
ment’s initial tacit collaboration with the Israeli army, its initial 
hesitation to join the Syrian-initiated NSF and its attempt to 
balance and mediate between the NSF and President Jumayyil.!°° 
However, their relations were soon improved, since Jumayyil’s 
refusal to discuss even the moderate reform plans advocated by 
the Shi’as drove the Amal Movement into the opposition and 
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made the NSF more powerfu 
subsequently a pillar of the 1985 Tripartite Agreement, which 
had been brokered by Syria among the leaders of the three main 
Maronite, Druze and Shi’a militias. In addition, Syria and the 
Amal Movement had a shared interest in preventing the resettle- 
ment of PLO forces in southern Lebanon (one of the main 
strongholds of the Amal Movement). This was because it risked 
bringing about an Israeli retaliation that could result in massive 
destruction of Lebanese infrastructure, as had taken place in 
1982. The Amal Movement needed both a patron and arms in 
order to achieve this goal, and Syria supplied the organization 
with large amounts of weapons. 

Asa result, Syria used the Amal Movement to attack the PLO 
during the Camps War in the late 1980s, through which the 
movement sought to prevent a resurgence of ’Arafat’s presence in 
Lebanon. However, Berri’s alignment against Palestinian forces 
harmed the credibility of the Amal Movement among Lebanese 
Muslims. In addition, the Amal Movement’s influence was badly 
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affected by its growing corruption and inefficient leadership.! 
However, the Amal Movement still retained a broad power base, 
especially in the villages of southern Lebanon, while Hizbullah 
displaced the Amal Movement in southern Beirut.'©* Since Syria 
recognized and supported the Amal Movement’s intentions 
and actions to prevent the resurrection of Palestinian power in 
Lebanon, their relations continued to be close until the end of the 
Syria—PLO conflict. 

According to Abukhalil (1990), ‘Syria’s relations with Hizbullah 
(the Party of God) {were} more problematic. The Syrian regime 
[had] to walk a tight-rope in its dealings with the ... movement.’!™4 
The reasons were, first, that Hizbullah was ideologically opposed 
to the Asad regime’s advocacy of secular pan-Arabism. Second, 
Hizbullah’s ‘extreme’ activities, such as taking Westerners hos- 
tage and suicide bombings, had the potential to worsen Syria’s 
image in the international community,!” and Asad was indeed 
strongly criticized for his connections with Hizbullah. 

Since Iran had a powerful influence over Hizbullah, relations 
between Syria and Hizbullah reflected Asad’s efforts to balance 
Syria’s stakes in the alliance with Iran and its interests in Lebanon. 
What happened, as a result, was that when Syrian and Iranian 
interests converged, Syria and Hizbullah were able to coordinate 
their activities. In the early 1980s, Hizbullah supported Syrian 
struggles against Israeli and MNF forces in Lebanon, and their 
coordination contributed to a political climate which forced 
Jumayyil to abrogate the May 17 Agreement. Hizbullah played 
an important role in Syria re-establishing its dominant position 
in Lebanon, after the brief decrease in its power as a result of the 
Israeli invasion in 1982. 

However, in the late 1980s, the alliance between Iran and 
Syria became strained by the Camps War. Iran, which was trying 
to create a Palestinian—Shi’a alliance against Israel, demanded 
that Syria stop the Amal Movement’s attacks on the PLO.!°° 
In addition, Hizbullah was opposed to the Amal Movement’s 
attempts to calm the southern border with Israel and continued 
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to side with the PLO.!°’ Consequently, clashes between the Amal 
Movement and Hizbullah occurred frequently, with Hizbullah 
insisting that it should have positions and freedom of activities 
against the Israeli army in the south, while the Amal Movement 
rejected these demands. Later, the Syrian army was forced to enter 
into West Beirut to save the Amal Movement from Hizbullah’s 
advances,'°° which culminated in February 1987 when confron- 
tations between Syrian troops and Hizbullah fighters resulted in 
the massacre of 23 members of Hizbullah.'°” 

Afterwards, Syria’s relations with Hizbullah, and by exten- 
sion with Iran, seriously deteriorated over the issue of Western 
hostages. When Ayatollah Husayn Ali Montazeri turned down 
Asad’s appeal to release an American military officer, William 
Higgins, who was abducted by Hizbullah in February 1988, 
Asad ordered the Amal Movement to attack Hizbullah, a decision 
which angered ‘radical’ figures in the Iranian government.'!° 

Under the continuing fighting between the Amal Movement 
and Hizbullah, Iran’s attempts to mediate between them were 
unsuccessful, because the Iranian leadership itself was split.!"! 
Since the ‘radical’ Ali Akbar Mohtashemi strongly supported 
Hizbullah, and since the ‘moderate’ Hashemi Rafsanjani 
condemned both the Amal Movement and Hizbullah equally for 
the catastrophic situation in Lebanon, a reflection of the Iranian 
power struggle could be seen in the situation.''? However, as 
soon as the dual leadership by President Rafsanjani and Ayatollah 
Khamenei became consolidated in Iran,'’ it began to contain 
the clashes between the Amal Movement and Hizbullah. 

In addition, Iran cooperated with Syria to form the Damascus 
Agreement in January 1989, by which Syria permitted a 
Hizbullah presence in southern Lebanon on condition that 
Hizbullah would restrain its military operations against Israel 
so as not to invite massive retaliation by the latter.''4 Now that 
Syria had finally secured good relations with both the Amal 
Movement and Hizbullah, it was in a position to balance and 
mediate the two main groups of Lebanon’s Shi’a community and 
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this has become an important asset for Syria in implementing its 
post-war Lebanese policies. 


The Druze and Syria 


Syrian—Druze relations were further strengthened after Kamal 
Junblat supported Franjiya’s election to the Lebanese presidency 
in 1970, as Franjiya had been a close friend of the Asad family. 
While Interior Minister Junblat, who had retained his position 
until 1972,!? was responsible for regulating Palestinian military 
activities, his closeness to the Palestinians and the increasing 
power of the LNM under his guidance led President Asad to 
maintain close relations with him. Junblat, on the other hand, 
understood that the Palestinian activities in Lebanon relied 
largely on the supply of arms from Syria and that this supply and 
their Lebanon-based operations against Israel could be jeopard- 
ized or impeded by deterioration in Lebanese—Syrian relations.!'® 
Furthermore, such a development could weaken Junblat’s power 
and threaten his position, since the LNM was aligned with the 
Palestinians in a common struggle against the sectarian-based 
Lebanese state. 

After the outbreak of the civil war in Lebanon, relations 
between the LNM and Syria were initially good, because of their 
mutual interest in containing Maronite power. However, relations 
soon deteriorated dramatically, since Junblat’s demands for thor- 
ough reforms of Lebanon’s political system were not acceptable to 
Asad, who hoped for moderate reforms in Lebanon.'!’ When the 
Syrian intention was manifested in the Constitutional Document 
in February 1976, Junblat strongly rejected it on the basis that 
it would not change the sectarian character of Lebanon's pol- 
itical system, which prevented Druzes from occupying the top 
posts such as the presidency, premiership and parliament speak- 
ership.'!8 Indeed, Jumblat was not satisfied with the Syrian plan 
and sought to force Asad to take a more radical stance for pol- 
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itical reforms in Lebanon,” since the LNM was at that time 
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militarily superior to the LF. The LNM renewed hostilities and 
engaged in attacks against Syrian-supported President Franjiya, 
who, in keeping with Pierre al-Jumayyil, asked for the entry of 
the Syrian army into Lebanon. 

Junblat’s rejection of the Constitutional Document, as well as 
his refusal to cooperate with Asad over his pragmatic strategy 
towards Lebanon, led to their fierce battle during the summer of 
1976, and Junblat was finally defeated by the Syrian regime both 
militarily and politically.'*° As a result, Syria succeeded in assum- 
ing a dominant role in Lebanon and persuading other Arab states 
to accept its role. After Junblat was assassinated in March 1977, 
possibly by a Syrian agent, his son Walid Junblat and his follow- 
ers improved relations with Asad.'*! It seemed that the weakened 
LNM, especially after the assassination of its experienced leader, 
had no choice, but to accept Syrian hegemony in Lebanon. 

The restoration of this alliance benefited the Asad regime, 
especially when it fought against the Israeli army in Lebanon and 
against President Amin al-Jumayyil in the 1980s. The Druzes 
became a reliable pillar for Syria, and Junblat actually joined the 
NSF in 1983 and later supported the Tripartite Agreement in 
1985, both of which were initiated by Syria. The improved rela- 
tions with Asad made it possible for Lebanese Druzes to receive 
financial assistance, weapons and munitions from Syria.!?* 

However, during the late 1980s Junblat confronted Asad over 
Syria’s strategy with regard to the Camps War. Although he 
fought with Berri against Jumayyil and the Israeli army during 
the Shuf War in order to abrogate the May 17 Agreement, his 
force did not align with Berri against the Palestinians during 
the Camps War. As Petran (1987) pointed out, this was because 
Junblat’s armed forces substantially included Palestinians and 
the Druze community’s sympathy for them, which was inherited 
from his father, remained strong.!?? Neglecting Syrian pressure, 
Junblat’s militias blocked the coastal highway to prevent the 
reinforcements of the Amal Movement from reaching Palestinian 
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camps and assisted in bringing supplies to the camps.!74 
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Relations between the Druzes and Syria were decisively wors- 
ened in February 1987, when the Syrian army was deployed in 
West Beirut to save the Amal Movement, and when Junblat tried 
to establish a strong foothold there.” Junblat’s goal seems to have 
been not only making it easier to provide support to Palestinian 
forces, but also to increase his power among the Muslims in 
Beirut. However, Asad now made it a top priority to weaken the 
Druzes, calculating that stripping pro-Palestinian groups outside 
the camps of their power would badly affect Palestinian military 
operations.!*° A series of attacks on Junblat, which took the form 
of forcing him to hand his aide over to the Syrian authorities 
and to reshuffle his command in a manner acceptable to them, 
incurred bitter Druze resentment against Asad.!2’ 


The Palestinians and Syria 


Syria used its ties with a number of Palestinian groups in Lebanon 
as a means to secure its own national security against Israel and 
its political and economic interests in Lebanon. Syria’s relations 
with Fatah and its leader Arafat had initially been poor. This 
was because at the time of ‘Black September’ in 1970, Asad, the 
then commander of the Syrian air force, had declined to pro- 
vide air cover for the Syrian ground forces entering Jordan to 
support the Palestinians, which resulted in their slaughter by 
the Jordanian army.'?° In contrast, Syria's relations with radical 
Palestinian groups were fairly good, and it thereby gained a pos- 
ition to exert influence over them by 1973.'*? The balance was 
further tipped towards Syria in mid-1974, when it was able to get 
its proxy organization, Sa’iqa, to soften its radicalism.!°° Being 
thus dissociated from radicalism, President Asad demonstrated 
to US Secretary of State Kissinger Syria’s acceptance of his diplo- 
matic approach towards the Arab—Israeli conflict. 

As the possibility of Israel’s attack against Syria through 
Lebanon was growing after the outbreak of the civil war, Asad 
sought both to control the PLO’s military activities against Israel 
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on Lebanese soil and to avoid Israeli penetration into Lebanon. In 
pursuit of this end, Syria dramatically changed its relations with 
the PLO during the conflict. Syria had initially supported the 
LNM-PLO coalition. Later, when Maronite militias launched a 
heavy offensive in January 1976 with the aim of partitioning 
Lebanon and establishing a Maronite ‘mini-state’, thereby risk- 
ing an Israeli invasion, Asad ordered the dispatch of units of the 
Palestine Liberation Army (PLA) into Lebanon to prevent the 
Maronites from realizing their goal.'*! 

However, Palestinian—Syrian relations soon deteriorated over 
the Syrian-initiated Constitutional Document in February 1976, 
because the PLO finally decided to align with the LNM.!*? 
Ultimately, the Syrian army invaded Lebanon, siding with the 
Maronites in June 1976 and aiming to prevent the radicaliza- 
tion of Lebanon by the LNM—PLO coalition, since this situation 
threatened to give Israel a pretext to invade Lebanon and thus 
would endanger the Syrian state itself. 

After the Likud government upgraded Israel’s alliance with 
the Maronites as a consequence of Egypt's withdrawal from the 
Arab-Israeli power balance, Asad attempted to contain Israel’s 
aggression towards Lebanon by resuming ties with the PLO. 
However, his renewed relations with the PLO were not firm. 
During Israel’s Litani Operation in 1978 and the Israeli invasion 
in 1982, the Syrian army stationed in Lebanon did not posi- 
tively engage in the battles, which allowed the Palestinians to 
be attacked by the Israeli army. The PLO realized that Syrian 
devotion to the Palestinian cause was suspect and that Syria 
would not risk its own security for the sake of the Palestinians. 
After 1982, Syria, even though it supported guerrilla operations 
against the Israeli army in Lebanon, had no intention of directly 
confronting Israel by allowing the PLO to engage in ‘free’ mili- 
tary activities.'*? Syria also controlled Palestinian activities in the 
Biqa’ area.'54 While Syria claimed to be a patron of the PLO, it 
did not fulfil the responsibilities attached to this self-assumed 
role, apparent in the cases of 1978 and 1982. 
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Despite the Syrian claim, the PLO had no intention of ceding 
its autonomy to Syria, and ‘Arafat and his Fatah organization 
struggled to maximize the freedom of their military actions. On 
the other hand, Asad attempted to reshape the PLO’s leadership 
to make it more subject to him, and particularly encouraged 
dissidents within the PLO to challenge ‘Arafat.'* After the 
PLO withdrew from Beirut in September 1982,!°° splits within 
the PLO occurred mainly over differing attitudes towards the 
‘Reagan Plan’, a version of ‘Camp David’-style autonomy for the 
West Bank, and over relations with Jordan.'*’ Believing that 
Syria had no right to be a ‘protector’ over the PLO because of its 
failure to defend Palestinians in 1978 and 1982, and with consid- 
erably reduced options after the PLO’s expulsion from Lebanon, 
‘Arafat gave the Reagan Plan serious consideration and began 
to consult with the Jordanian monarchy over it.!** In addition, 
‘Arafat kept pace with King Husayn of Jordan ‘in proposing 
negotiations with Israel over the West Bank’? 

‘Arafat’s renewed alliance with Husayn was not acceptable to 
Asad, and when revolts against ‘Arafat actually occurred within 
the PLO, the Syrian regime exploited them, trying to oust him 
and reshape the organization in a manner more favourable to 
it. In 1983, Syrian-backed Palestinian forces launched a heavy 
offensive against ‘Arafat, which led to his eventual evacuation 
from Tripoli.!4° Later, during the Camps War, Syria sponsored 
the Palestine National Salvation Front (PNSF), which, though it 
was composed of anti-’Arafat factions, did not give Syria a reli- 
able alternative to ‘Arafat's PLO.!*! 

In sum, despite its desire to control the PLO and a series of 
attacks against it, Syria was caught in a dilemma. Since the 
Asad regime assumed a self-imaged role as the champion of 
Arab nationalism and at the same time continued open conflict 
with the PLO, a symbol of the Arab cause, there was danger 
of damaging the regime's credibility. Therefore, Syria generally 
negotiated and dialogued with the PLO while putting pressure 
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on the Palestinians, and never actually severed relations with the 
PLO during the civil war period in Lebanon. 


Brief Summary 


Overall, the identity of each non-governmental actor in Lebanon 
shaped an underlying predisposition in its relations with Syria: 
relations between the Muslim and Palestinian groups and Syria 
were generally better than those between the Maronites and 
Syria, and the Asad regime, in terms of advocating Arab nation- 
alism, did not want to confront the Muslims and the Palestinians. 
However, the Lebanese and Syrian power calculations occasion- 
ally affected their relations. In fact, Syria aligned itself with the 
Maronites and antagonized the LNM-—PLO coalition in 1976. 
Later, during the Camps War in the late 1980s, there were 
clashes between the Hizbullah-backed Palestinian forces and the 
Syrian-supported Amal Movement. 

In addition, there was interdependency between the Asad 
regime and Lebanese non-governmental actors. The former 
used these groups to justify Syria’s presence and consolidate its 
hegemony in Lebanon, and the latter exploited Syrian power to 
promote their own interests. 


President Sulayman Franjiya and the Asad Regime 
Introduction 


President Franjiya was primarily concerned about Palestinian 
military activities on Lebanese soil in the early 1970s, to which 
President Asad also had to pay attention in terms of Syria's 
national security. Later, after the outbreak of the civil war in 
Lebanon, he was confronted by the powerful LNM—PLO coali- 
tion. The emergence of semi-anarchy in Lebanon prompted 
Syria to make efforts to stabilize Lebanon, and the Asad regime 
interfered in the formation of the Karami cabinet, initiated the 
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formation of the ‘National Dialogue Committee’ (NDC) and the 
Constitutional Document, and arranged the presidential elec- 
tion for a successor to Franjiya. Franjiya’s actions and attitudes 
towards the Syrian regime over these issues are examined in this 
section. 


Palestinian Military Activities on Lebanese Soil 


The heavy losses inflicted on the PLO by the events of 1970's 
Black September in Jordan were a major factor in determining 
Fatah’s cautious approach in Lebanon. However, while the PLO 
spokesman officially announced in January 1972 the continu- 
ation of a temporary freeze in its guerrilla activities in southern 
Lebanon, the PLO leadership sometimes found it difficult to 
ensure that this order was actually executed.'4* This was because 
the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine—General 
Command (PFLP—GC) and some Fatah field command- 
ers opposed the order.'4? In fact, a number of small incidents 
occurred between the Palestinian guerrillas and the Lebanese 
army, since it attempted to restrict the guerrilla activities in 
terms of Lebanon’s national security. 

In May 1973, the Palestinian seizure of parts of suburban 
Beirut and subsequent clashes between the Lebanese army and 
the radical Palestinian groups, such as the Popular Front for the 
Liberation of Palestine (PFLP), the Democratic Front for the 
Liberation of Palestine (DFLP) and Sa’iga, all associated with 
the LNM, forced President Franjiya to take some harsh meas- 
ures.'44 When the DFLP kidnapped several Lebanese soldiers at 
the beginning of May, the army, in its largest operation against 
the Palestinians since 1969, surrounded the Palestinian refugee 
camps in Beirut, and Fatah was quickly drawn into the confron- 
tation.' Despite a succession of ceasefire agreements, clashes 
between the Lebanese army and the Palestinian commandos 
continued for over two weeks, spreading from Beirut to other 
parts of Lebanon.!4° The climax in these clashes was Franjiya’s 
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decision to use the Lebanese air force against the Palestinian 
camps where the commandos stationed.'4’ 

However, the air raids were soon forced to halt following the 
considerable pressure exerted on Lebanon by Syria and other 
Arab countries.'4* In particular, Egypt and Syria, which were 
planning what became the October War in 1973, were espe- 
cially anxious not to escalate the situation.” President Asad 
ordered not only the closure of the Lebanese—Syrian border on 
8 May, but also that the Fatah and Sa’iqa forces move from 
Syria and cross into Lebanon.” Although relations between 
Franjiya and Asad were seriously aggravated by the crisis, 
the fact that they had maintained a close relationship helped 
to make it possible for them to reach an accommodation.”! 
Egypt's interest in containing the Lebanese turmoil may also 
have contributed to the halting of Lebanese air raids on the 
Palestinians. Under these measures of pressure, especially 
those exerted by his ‘friend’ in Damascus, Franjiya finally 
suspended military operations by the Lebanese army.'°? He 
also concluded the Milkart Agreement with the leadership of 
the PLO on 17 May, which was based on the principles of the 
1969 Cairo Agreement.!”? 

While Franjiya was forced to halt the Lebanese army opera- 
tions against the Palestinians, by realigning himself with the 
Asad regime he might have expected their restrictions on 
military activities in Lebanon. Although the fighting between 
the Lebanese army and the Palestinians continued on Lebanese 
soil, Lebanon allowed Syria to make use of its radar bases 
when Israeli and Syrian fighters clashed over Lebanese air- 
space during the 1973 October War.'** Finally, in December 
1974, Lebanon revealed its intention to buy Soviet-made SAM 
missiles for use against Israel’s air raids and soon discussed 
this issue with Syria.’ While Syria, from the viewpoint of 
pan-Arabism, opposed Lebanon’s restrictions on Palestinian 
military activities, it showed a supportive attitude towards the 
Lebanese effort to strengthen its own military capability. 
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Formation of the Karami Cabinet 


After the Ayn al-Rummaneh clashes between the Kata’ ib Party 
and the Palestinians on 13 April 1975, the spread of fighting 
between rival militias further polarized Lebanon’s internal situ- 
ation. On the one hand, the Maronites pledged support for the 
Kata’ib Party and the NLP, and demanded that the Lebanese 
army intervene to stop the fighting.® On the other hand, the 
LNM protested against the slaughter of Palestinians and ‘called 
for a political and economic boycott of the Kata’ib Party’.” In 
protest against the call from LNM leader Junblat, the Kata’ib 
Party and the NLP withdrew its members from the cabinet under 
Prime Minister Rashid al-Sulh, who was strongly supported by 
Junblat, which brought about the collapse of the Sulh cabinet on 
15 May.P8 

Under these circumstances, President Franjiya ordered an 
ex-commander of Lebanon’s Internal Security Forces, Nur al-Din 
al-Rifai, to form a cabinet mainly composed of military offic- 
ers.°? While the Kata’ib Party and the NLP appreciated the 
president’s move to initiate the formation of a military cabinet, 
the LNM and its ally, the PLO, strongly condemned it.!® Since 
Muslims and Palestinians considered the Lebanese army to be a 
Maronite symbol, and since the high-ranking officers were actu- 
ally dominated by Maronites, Franjiya’s designation of Rifai was 
considered to be an example of his sectarian bias. In addition, 
Franjiya ignored Lebanon's constitutional practice by not taking 
heed of the parliamentary recommendation for the premiership, 


161 Tn conse- 


as a majority in the parliament endorsed Karami. 
quence, strong opposition from the LNM—PLO coalition forced 
Franjiya to dismantle the Rifai cabinet and to appoint as the 
premier his traditional opponent, Karami, on 28 May 1975, with 
whom President Asad had good relations.!© 

According to Weinberger (1986), until the formation of the 
Rifai cabinet, Syria had been rather passively involved in Lebanese 


affairs and had only issued press statements expressing support 
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for the rights of the Palestinians.'°? However, since Franjiya’s 
decision to establish the military cabinet had resulted in armed 
clashes and political stalemate in Lebanon, Syrian leaders were 
forced to involve themselves more actively in Lebanese affairs. In 
particular, as Salibi (1976) pointed out: ‘Syria could have been ser- 
iously embarrassed by a new confrontation between the Lebanese 
{alrmy and the [PLO} commandos, which would have forced the 
Syrian government to intervene on the Palestinian side.!©4 This 
scenario was not at all favoured by the Syrian government. As 
Asad relied on US Secretary of State Kissinger to recover the 
Golan Heights, he did not want to take any action that would 
be viewed unfavourably by the US administration. Asad thus 
immediately launched a diplomatic initiative with Foreign 
Minister “Abd al-Halim Khaddam, Air Force Commander Naji 
Jamil and Chief of Staff Hikmat al-Shihabi.'© 

The Syrians, especially Khaddam, Jamil and Shihabi, played 


an important role in forming the Karami cabinet,! 


taking into 
consideration the preferences of Lebanon’s Sunni establishment, 
the LNM and the PLO, all of which perceived him as the sole 
candidate for the premiership.'°’ This was desirable for Syria, 
since Karami was traditionally a strong supporter of its influence 
in Lebanon. With domestic support for Karami, Asad managed 
to force Franjiya to designate Karami, Franjiya’s long-term polit- 
ical rival in northern Lebanon, to the premiership.!® 

Prime Minister Karami had to remove two major obstacles in 
forming his cabinet. On the one hand, Junblat was still calling 
for the boycott of the Kata’ib Party and stated his refusal to take 
part in any cabinet in which members from the party would 
be included.!® Pierre al-Jumayyil, on the other hand, was not 
willing to cede to Junblat’s demands.'”? As Karami soon faced a 
political deadlock, which was accompanied by heavy fighting,'”! 
he had to rely on Asad for the breakthrough. The Syrian regime 
then suggested the formation of a temporary ‘mini-cabinet’, and 
a six-member cabinet was finally formed on 1 July 1975.!”? In 


addition to the appointment of Karami, the cabinet formation 
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was a further blow to Franjiya, since he hoped the forthcoming 
cabinet would include members from both the Kata’ib Party 
and the LNM.'”> Karami made a bitter choice in designating 
Sham’un as Interior Minister, as they had been antagonists since 
the 1958 Civil War.' Since the appointment of Sham’un was 
welcomed by Jumayyil and not rejected by Junblat,'”? Karami 
and Asad may have calculated that Sham’un’s presence in the 
cabinet would appease or at least decrease the opposition from 
Jumayyil and Junblat to the Karami cabinet, and thus would 
stabilize the country. 

However, according to Petran (1987), Sham’un ‘refused even to 
consult with Karami and used his position at every opportunity 
to sabotage the government’s policy and to advance the rightist 
{Maronite} cause’!”° Karami’s effort to stabilize the country by 
forming a ‘neutral’ cabinet, which was strongly backed by Asad, 
consequently faced a severe blow from Sham’un. 

Asad, in fact, forced both Franjiya and Karami to relinquish 
some of their political preferences in helping to form the cabinet. 
However, Franjiya had to make more of a concession by nom- 
inating Karami and excluding Jumayyil and Junblat from the 
cabinet than Karami was obliged to make by including Sham’un 
in his cabinet. On the one hand, Franjiya may have believed that 
the inclusion of Kata’ib Party and LNM members in the cabinet 
would contain their ‘radical’ activities on the battlefield. Asad, on 
the other hand, might have been calculating that their inclusion 
would further paralyse the country because of a political dead- 
lock among cabinet members that would have resulted. Under a 
heavy offensive against the Maronites by the LNM—PLO coali- 
tion bolstered by Syria, Franjiya was forced to obey the Asad 
initiative. 


Formation of the National Dialogue Committee 


After the conclusion of Sinai II in September 1975, the inten- 
sity of sectarian fighting in Lebanon forced the Karami cabinet 
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to ask President Asad to intervene to stop it.!’’ However, since 
President Franjiya’s relations with Asad had worsened after the 
formation of the cabinet, Franjiya blamed the Syrian-supported 
LNM-PLO coalition for initiating the fighting and even indicated 
the possibility of asking the Arab League or key Arab countries 
to enter into a conflict-resolution process.!’® Since Syria did not 
want those actors to be involved in the process, Foreign Minister 
Khaddam immediately initiated negotiations for a ceasefire and 
the formation of the NDC to discuss political reforms and achieve 
reconciliation in Lebanon.!/? 

The NDC was finally formed on 20 September 1975 and 
had in total 20 members, equally divided between Muslims 
and Christians.'!8° The committee actually included most lead- 
ing politicians: Junblat; the notable Sunni politicians, Salam, 
‘Abdallah al-Yafi and Prime Minister Karami; Parliament 
Speaker Kamil al-As’ad; Secretary-General of the pro-Syrian 
faction of the Ba’th Party, ‘Asim Qansu; leader of the Kata’ib 
Party, Jumayyil; ex-President and leader of the NLP, Sham’un; 
and leader of the National Bloc Party, Raymond Iddi.'*' As 
Khazen (2000a) pointed out, the fact that the pro-Iraqi faction of 
the Ba’th Party had no representative on the NDC was an indica- 
tion of increasing Syrian influence in Lebanese politics.'®? 

However, the result of this Syrian mediation was disappoint- 
ing, and the NDC meeting finally became, as Khazen (2000a) 
described it, a ‘national deaf talk’.!®> This was because, while the 
Kata’ib Party and its allies focused on the issue of Lebanon’s ter- 
ritorial sovereignty, the LNM and its allies stuck to the issue of 
political reforms in Lebanon, including the abolition of sectari- 
anism.'$4 When the members of the Kata’ib Party and the NLP 
decided to boycott the NDC, the subcommittee responsible 
for political issues managed to propose the reforms to cancel 
Article 95 of the Lebanese constitution (stipulating the sect- 
arian allocation of its parliamentary seats), to lower the suffrage 
age to 18 and to establish an economic and social council, all 
of which were demanded by the LNM.'® Then, the Maronite 
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side ‘promptly took to speaking of the NDC as “the supreme 
revolutionary command”’,!*° and Franjiya and Karami reached a 
compromise deal the contents of which were not the abolition of 
Article 95, but its reinterpretation.'8’ While they were keen on 
preserving Lebanon’s sectarianism as their key power base, they 
were also fearful of further polarization in Lebanon. Asad might 
have tolerated the compromise deal, since the worsened situation 
in Lebanon would have seriously threatened Syria’s national 


security. 


Formation of the Constitutional Document 


The escalation of violence between Lebanon’s Maronite mili- 
tias and the LNM-—PLO coalition, especially in the areas 
around the Palestinian refugee camps of Tall al-Za’tar and Jisr 
al-Basha during December 1975 and January 1976,'®* forced 
President Asad to appease each side. First, in order to prevent 
the Maronites from attempting to partition Lebanon and estab- 
lish their own ‘mini-state’, which might have drawn Israel into 
Lebanon, in mid-January Asad decided to dispatch units of the 
Syrian-based PLA,|*? which was officially part of the PLO, but 
in reality was part of the Syrian army.!”° Next, after stopping the 
Maronite progress, Syria imposed a ceasefire on 21 January.!! 
As Khazen (2000a) noted: “While Asad sought to tame the 
Maronite establishment, his objective, in early 1976, was not 
to defeat Christian forces militarily”* On the contrary, Syria 
needed the cooperation of Lebanon’s Maronite and Sunni zvama 
in order to curb the LNM—PLO coalition, whose military offen- 
sive against the Maronites had the potential of giving Israel a 
cause for intervention. 

A delegation from the Kata’ib Party had already visited Syria 
in December 1975, which failed to improve their relations.!?’ 
However, a heavy military offensive conducted by the LNM—PLO 
coalition in January 1976, which led to the fall of Sham‘un’s strong- 
hold, Damur,!°4 might have changed the Maronite perception 
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of Syria and led to a situation in which cooperation with Syria 
was an option to prevent the community’s further damage. Until 
then, Franjiya had not managed to convince Lebanon’s Maronite 
leaders of the merits of working with Syria, although he had 
been secretly negotiating with Asad over political settlement for 
Lebanon since November 1975.!” Franjiya seems to have calcu- 
lated that by aligning the Maronites with Syria he could redress 
Lebanon’s power balance in favour of the Maronite community. 
In the end, the weakened Maronite situation made it possible 
for Franjiya to go to Syria along with Prime Minister Karami in 
February 1976 in order to finalize a Syrian-initiated peace plan, 
which later became the Constitutional Document.!%° While 
the plan reassigned the allocation of Lebanon’s major political 
posts to specific religious sects, it stipulated the equal division 
of the parliamentary seats between Christians and Muslims, the 
strengthening of premiership power and the conditions concern- 
ing Palestinian respect for Lebanese sovereignty.” 

Karami, who also went to Syria along with Franjiya, resisted 
the idea of abolishing Lebanon’s present sectarian allocation of 
the premiership and parliament speakership, which had been 
stipulated in the original Syrian plan to satisfy Junblat, and 
instead maintained the continuation of the existing political 
formula.'?8 As a result, the plan for the nullification of the sect- 
arian distribution of the above two posts was not adopted in 
the final official text of the Constitutional Document. Karami 
might have recognized Asad’s need to cooperate with him in 
the attempt to pacify Lebanon and succeeded in maintaining 
the allocation of the premiership to the Sunni community. 
After Franjiya announced the Constitutional Document on 
14 February 1976, Junblat criticized it vehemently. According 
to Khazen (2000a), one of the reasons for this was that while 
the Constitutional Document formulated a more balanced sect- 
arian composition of Lebanon’s government posts and provided 
a moderate resolution for the Lebanese conflict, the document 
did not adopt the LNM’s most crucial programme: the abolition 
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of political sectarianism in Lebanon. The other reason seems to 
be that Junblat’s desire to hold the premiership or parliament 
speakership was blocked.!?? However, since the military balance 
was still in favour of the LNM—PLO coalition, compromise was 
not a real choice for Junblat, which brought about the resump- 
tion of heavy fighting. 


Franjiya’s Refusal to Resign Earlier 


Along with a series of massive attacks led by the LNM—PLO 
coalition primarily against President Franjiya, there was heavy 
pressure in March 1976 for his resignation.?°° As a result, Syria’s 
future position in Lebanon, especially as a mediator, became 
dependent on the outcome of an early presidential election for a 
successor to Franjiya, whose wide unpopularity surely deprived 
him of sufficient power to stabilize the Lebanese state. Asad 
suggested that, prior to the end of Franjiya’s term, his successor 
would be elected on the condition that the incumbent should 
resign immediately after the election.””' Asad’s three main envoys, 
Khaddam, Jamil and Shihabi, negotiated with Franjiya, who ini- 
tially opposed this idea explored by Asad.?°? However, under 
the enormous Maronite and Syrian pressure put on Franjiya to 
resign and a mounting threat by the LNM to establish a ‘revolu- 
tionary government’, the unanimous adoption of a constitutional 
amendment (Article 73) by the Lebanese parliament on 9 April, 
which would make possible the early election of Franjiya’s succes- 
sor, finally led him to sign the amendment.?” 

Two main candidates for the Lebanese presidential election 
emerged in late April 1976. One was Iddi, who had criticized 
not only the behaviour of the Kata’ib Party in the initial phase 
of the civil war, but also Syria’s role in Lebanon." Since Iddi 
had alienated the Maronite leadership, he was supported by the 
LNM-PLO coalition.”” The other was Sarkis, who was supported 
by the Kata’ib Party, the NLP and Prime Minister Karami.?°° 
While Syria’s official position towards the candidates was that 
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the election was Lebanon’s internal affair and thus Syria would 
not intervene,?”” its favour for Sarkis was obvious, considering 
Iddi’s anti-Syrian stance. In addition, Sarkis’s ‘neutral’ political 
stand was acceptable to both Lebanese Christians and Muslims 
and was seen favourably by Asad in the light of Syrian attempts 
to stabilize the Lebanese state. However, as Sarkis lacked a 
wide popular power base and the Lebanese army’s support, he 
depended on the Asad regime.?°5 

When the Lebanese parliamentary deputies met on 8 May 
1976 to elect a new president, Syrian pressure on them (based 
on its military presence in Lebanon through Sa’iqa and the 
PLA), especially on some deputies reluctant to vote for Sarkis, 
influenced the final result of the election.?°? Indeed, a group of 
deputies from the Biga’ area was forced to vote for Sarkis, since 
the Syrian military presence in the area was overwhelming.!° 
It is also said that Sa’iqa members forced anti-Syrian deputies 
suspected of boycotting the election to attend the parliament 
session.7!' Sarkis, then, gained 66 votes out of 69 deputies pre- 
sent and only three deputies actually boycotted the election: Iddi, 
Salam and Sulh,?!* who were all on bad terms with Asad and/or 
his close ally, Franjiya. Even though the Syrian influence in the 
election was obvious, almost all the Lebanese deputies, forced 
or not, chose to elect Sarkis to the presidency, and their actions 
seemed to be based on his ‘neutral’ stance. 

While Sarkis’s election raised the Lebanese hope of terminating 
the civil war, this hope did not last, since Franjiya stated that he 
would hold the presidency until September 1976, when his term 
was formally to be concluded.” Franjiya might have calculated 
that if he resigned under a series of massive attacks launched by 
the LNM—PLO coalition, his position within the Maronite com- 
munity would be further weakened. This was because his political 
rivals in the community, Jumayyil and Sham’un, had increased 
their power by forming the Lebanese Front. In addition, it seems 
that the Asad regime tolerated Franjiya’s unwillingness to resign, 
because of its indirect benefit of having the well-known figure 
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in the Lebanese presidency. As the LNM-—PLO coalition further 
escalated its military activities with the aim of forcing Franjiya 
to resign, he asked for the direct intervention of a sizeable part of 
the Syrian army on the side of the Maronites, and the interven- 
tion indeed started in June 1976. 


Summary 


During the early 1970s, Palestinian military activities on 
Lebanese soil had been a great concern for President Franjiya, 
who attempted to regulate their operations especially in 1973. 
Although Franjiya was forced to suspend his use of the Lebanese 
air force against the Palestinian camps by the pressure exerted 
by President Asad, his calculation seemed to be that realigning 
with the Syrian regime could encourage Palestinian cooperation 
on military activities. In the aftermath, despite the continued 
clashes between the Lebanese army and the Palestinians, Lebanon 
and Syria cooperated during the 1973 October War and over the 
issue of the Lebanese plan to purchase Soviet-made missiles. 

Immediately after the outbreak of the civil war in Lebanon, 
Franjiya faced a series of fierce attacks from the strong LNM—PLO 
coalition. Asad likely forced Franjiya to designate Karami, who 
was supported by the coalition and Sunni establishment in 
Lebanon, to the premiership. However, it is equally likely that 
Franjiya did so and thus appeased Asad in order to obtain the 
support of the Syrian-backed LNM—PLO coalition, which was 
necessary to maintain his status. 

Although Asad’s imposition of Karami temporarily worsened 
his relationsip with Franjiya, they remained in contact on the 
basis of their shared political interests. Asad, for his part, did 
not want to antagonize Franjiya, as Syria needed to obtain the 
broad support and acceptance of the Lebanese government to 
increase its involvement in Lebanese affairs. Consequently, when 
Franjiya modified a recommendation proposed by the Syrian- 
led NDC, ie. the abolition of the sectarian allocation in the 
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Lebanese parliament, Asad did not overtly oppose it, although 
the recommendation had been originally aimed at taming the 
Syrian-supported LNM-—PLO coalition. Later in the spring of 
1976, when Franjiya retracted the promise of his earlier resigna- 
tion, Asad permitted him to hold office until his official term 
expired. This was because Asad might have calculated that his 
regime would be able to exert more influence through such a 
well-known figure than through a lesser-known figure. In turn, 
gaining the Syrian support allowed Franjiya to defend his power 
against that of Sham’un and Jumayyil, his rivals in Lebanon’s 
Maronite community, who were increasing their power by form- 
ing the Lebanese Front. It appears that Franjiya’s long-term 
reliance on Asad increased his ‘sensitivity’ towards Damascus 
and encouraged his consistent alignment with it. 

After the LNM—PLO coalition militarily defeated Lebanon's 
Maronite militias during the severe fighting of late 1975 and 
early 1976, the community showed willingness to align with 
Syria in order to prevent further losses. The changed Maronite 
perception enabled Franjiya to associate himself with the Syrian- 
initiated Constitutional Document in February 1976, which 
aimed to preserve the status quo in Lebanon, i.e. the sectarian- 
based political system, with some modifications. After Junblat 
criticized the document and escalated military attacks against 
Franjiya in particular and the Maronite community in general, 
both of which were now being backed by Asad, Franjiya asked 
the Syrian army to protect them from the LNM-—PLO coali- 
tion. Franjiya’s request suited Asad’s interests, since he feared 
the increasing power and popularity of the LNM—PLO coalition 
among Lebanese Muslims, which had the potential to draw Israel 
into Lebanon. Owing to this fear, in June 1976 Asad decided to 
deploy Syria’s regular army to Lebanon, mainly to contain the 
powerful LNM—PLO coalition and partly to avoid giving Israel 
a pretext for intervention in Lebanon. Syria inevitably became 
a more pivotal player in Lebanese affairs, once its troops had 
settled down in Lebanon. 
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President Ilyas Sarkis and the Asad Regime 
Introduction 


President Sarkis designated initially Huss and later Wazzan to 
Lebanon's premiership, both of whom had good terms with the 
Asad regime. However, under the changed regional circumstances 
in the Middle East, Syria improved its relations with the PLO, 
and the strengthening of the Lebanese army’s role, to which Sarkis 
gave priority as a key stabilizing force, was not fully implemented. 
While Sarkis began to distance himself from the Syrian regime, 
he acknowledged the necessity of Lebanon’s cooperation with 
Syria in order to reconstruct the Lebanese state. Sarkis had peri- 
odically extended the Syrian-dominated ADF mandate (although 
he finally abolished it) and attempted to maintain good economic 
relations between Lebanon and Syria under the flourishing mil- 
itia economy in Lebanon. Sarkis’s actions and attitudes towards 
the Asad regime over these issues are explored in this section. 


Designation of Huss and Wazzan to Lebanon’s Premierhip 


Although he was elected with the help of the Asad regime 
and although his inauguration ceremony in September 1976 
took place at Shtura in the Biqa’ region under a Syrian armed 
presence, President Sarkis initially tried to implement a ‘neu- 
tral’ policy to pacify Lebanon.?” In the process of forming a new 
cabinet in Lebanon, Sarkis’s decision might have been influenced 
by his debt to the Syrian regime for his election to the Lebanese 
presidency. Despite this, Sarkis persisted in his ‘neutral’ political 
views, and while he took into consideration Syrian opposition to 
the LNM’s participation in the cabinet,?!° he managed to put 
in place a cabinet without representatives from any of the war- 
lord factions in Lebanon. Sarkis designated Huss, a respected 
economist, to the premiership, who formed a technocrat cabinet 
composed of four Christians and four Muslims in December 
1976.7” Sarkis and Huss began to take measures to restore public 
order in Lebanon, on the basis of which they hoped to launch a 
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process of its economic rehabilitation. As Huss himself noted, 
the Lebanese government was strongly opposed to any attempts 
by radical Maronites and the PLO in Lebanon to injure political 
integrity.7!° Also, the government's engagement in constructing 
such a centrally controlled state in Lebanon matched with Syrian 
interests, since the stabilization of its western flank under a 
Syrian-influenced regime would decrease the potential for Israeli 
penetration into it through Lebanon. 

However, the common desire of Sarkis and Huss to establish a 
strong state faced tough opposition from the zzama in Lebanon, 
especially the Maronite warlords, who were oscillating between 
reality, i.e. the goal of establishing their own ‘mini-state’, and hope, 
ie. to control entire parts of Lebanon. As the Maronite attitudes 
were incompatible with Syria, their relations, which had already 
come under increasing strain, were further worsened. In fact, the 
Maronites, having managed to restore their power by aligning 
with Syria in 1976, no longer felt they needed Damascus. 

Although the Maronite—Syrian relations changed, Sarkis 
continued to take into consideration both Asad’s and Lebanese 
Muslims’ preference for Huss, and relations between Sarkis and 
Huss were generally good.7!? When Huss tendered his resigna- 
tion in May 1979 in protest against the fighting between the LF 
and the Syrian army on Lebanese soil,?*° Sarkis asked Huss to 
form a new cabinet, which was realized in July.??! After Huss 
finally resigned in July 1980, Sarkis initially designated Taqi 
al-Din al-Sulh to the premiership. However, as Sulh failed to 
form a new cabinet, Sarkis later designated a technocrat, Wazzan, 
as the successor in October.””? Sarkis and Wazzan cooperated and 
made joint peace efforts until Sarkis left the presidency in 1982. 


Deployment of the Lebanese Army and 
the Mandate of the Arab Deterrent Force 


After assuming the post, President Sarkis started his attempts 
to pacify Lebanon by using the army. In doing so he had to con- 
sider the Syrian military presence in Lebanon, which had been 
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legitimized by the Arab League as part of the ADF, and the 
Syrian army later constituted the majority in it. The relationship 
between the Lebanese army and the Syrian-dominated ADF is 
the main focus of this subsection. 

After the Arab League conferences of Riyadh and Cairo in 
October 1976, the PLO began to refortify its military bases in 
southern Lebanon. As a result, the PLO brought about violent 
confrontation with a newly-created Christian militia group, later 
known as the South Lebanese Army (SLA), which was led by 
Major Sa’d Haddad and armed and financed by Israel. Both the 
LNM-PLO coalition and Haddad’s forces intensified their fight- 
ing, and the cycle of violence continued from the latter part of 
1976 to the first part of 1977. 

Under these circumstances, Syria found itself caught in a 
dilemma. While Syria sought the containment of the Israeli 
influence in southern Lebanon and favoured the LNM—PLO 
coalition in the region, it also feared that the resumption of 
fighting in the south would invite further military intervention 
by Israel. In addition, Syria could not send the ADF to southern 
Lebanon, because of Israel’s opposition on the basis of the Red 
Line Agreement. 

To resolve the perilous situation in southern Lebanon, Syria 
sponsored a meeting with the PLO and the Lebanese government 
in Shtura, Lebanon, and the Syrian effort brought into existence 
the Shtura Agreement in July 1977.77? According to Hinnebusch 
(1986), the agreement stipulated that ‘the Palestinians would 
respect Lebanese sovereignty, stay out of Lebanese politics, move 
their military forces to restricted areas in the south, and refrain 
from attacks across the [Israeli-Lebanese} border, while the 
Lebanese army would move south and take control of the border 
area from Haddad’.?*4 

Although the peace process based on the Shtura Agreement 
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was to take place in two stages,””? it was not carried out com- 


pletely. Indeed, the agreement was fully applied to northern 


Lebanon, but was not implemented in southern Lebanon.?° 
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Although Syria was the power broker of the agreement, it began 
to lose interest in the implementation because of the regional 
political shifts. The installation of the Likud government in 
Israel and its initiatives to strengthen its ties with the Lebanese 
Maronites, particularly the LF and SLA, led Syria, deterred by 
Israel from maintaining a direct presence in southern Lebanon 
(the Red Line Agreement), to require controllable Palestinian 
armed forces as a proxy in the region.?”’ 

Although Sarkis continuously attempted to bring about the 
Palestinian withdrawal from southern Lebanon and the deploy- 
ment of the Lebanese army there on the basis of the Shtura 
agreement,’** because of the Asad regime’s passive attitudes 
these measures were not put into effect. Sarkis’s disappointment 
at the Syrian regime gradually caused him to distance himself 
from it. While Sarkis moved closer to the Lebanese Front during 
the fighting between the LF and Syrian forces in 1978, he care- 
fully tried not to alienate and antagonize the Muslims and the 
Palestinians in Lebanon and avoided an all-out confrontation 
with the Asad regime. 

At the same time Sarkis probably understood the diffi- 
culty of rebuilding the Lebanese army. Instead of the Lebanese 
army, Sarkis attempted to have UN forces stationed in southern 
Lebanon, but this did not materialize. This was because the 
introduction of such a force would reduce the power of the 
Syrian-dominated ADF and thus threaten its status in Lebanon, 
and hence Asad strongly objected to Sarkis’s attempt.?”? 

However, after Israel’s Litani Operation in March 1978, 
Lebanon and Syria agreed to send the Lebanese army to southern 
Lebanon, with Syria securing Palestinian cooperation.??? This 
situation appears to have been achieved as a result of the follow- 
ing calculations. On the one hand, President Asad may have 
thought that the containment of Haddad’s force in the south 
would in turn weaken Lebanon’s Maronite forces, especially the 
LF in northern Lebanon, which the Syrian-led ADF had mili- 
tarily confronted since February 1978. In addition, Asad appears 
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to have calculated that further objection to the deployment of 
the Lebanese army in the south would decrease the legitimacy of 
the Syrian presence in Lebanon. On the other hand, by exploit- 
ing the neighbouring country’s delicate position in his country, 
Sarkis may have hoped to increase the legitimacy of the Lebanese 
government by having the army in the south and to turn Syria’s 
focus from northern Lebanon to southern Lebanon. In May, 
the Litani Brigade of the Lebanese army, which was numbered 
at 650 and put together under Huss, was newly created and 
it aimed, by passing through the area controlled by Haddad, 
to reach the southern border region under the jurisdiction of 
the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL).??! 
However, Haddad’s militias attacked the brigade and halted the 
process.?* 

After the Syrian army, in defiance of Sarkis, did not stop 
fighting against the LF in northern Lebanon, he announced 
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his resignation in July 1978, 
was irreplaceable and indispensable to Asad. Immediately, he 
asked Sarkis to remain in office, since Syria’s military presence 
in Lebanon under the umbrella of the ADF owed its legitimacy 
to Sarkis, who had the right to end the mandate of the ADF. 
Thus, the Syrian army ceased a series of attacks against the LF, 
and Sarkis withdrew his resignation.74 However, as Sarkis’s res- 
ignation attempt resulted in halting the fighting against the LF 
and saving its losses, it is possible to say that he leaned towards 
sectarianism based on his Christian identity. 

Nevertheless, the LF called for the replacement of the ADF 
by an international peacekeeping force. Pressured by Lebanese 
Maronites,”” and by securing support from the Arab countries 
financing the ADF, Sarkis managed to negotiate successfully 
with Asad — who feared Lebanon’s refusal to renew the ADF’s 
mandate — at Bayt al-Din, Lebanon, in mid-October 1978. The 
conference called for the rebuilding of the Lebanese army, with a 
balanced sectarian composition, to replace the ADF.”° This was 


followed by the Lebanese parliament’s approval of the new army 
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law in March 1979.7’ Although non-Syrian ADF troops with- 
drew from Lebanon completely by May, Syrian troops still held 
some strategic positions, especially in the centre of Beirut.?*® 
This Syrian attitude was explicable by the rejection of the new 
law by Sarkis, who, fearing that any military reform would strip 
the Maronites of their prerogatives, sided with the LF.?*? The 
continuing strained relations between Syria and the LF clearly 
affected Sarkis’s behaviour. 

In January 1980, Syria further redeployed most of its troops 
which had been stationed in northern Lebanon and East Beirut 
to Biqa’, although it still kept several thousand troops in West 
Beirut.° The Syrian redeployment appears to have been influ- 
enced by the following factors. First, by concentrating its forces in 
Biga’, Syria attempted to ensure additional protection for its most 
vulnerable flank in the event of future Israeli attacks, the prob- 
ability of which increased after the establishment of the Likud 
government. Second, since the Asad regime was facing a series of 
military attacks at home from the Muslim Brotherhood, the con- 
centration of Syrian troops in an area relatively close to its capital 
made it easy for security forces in Syria to be reinforced by units 
of the ADF. Third, but most importantly, since the mandate 
of the ADF had to be renewed every six months, Asad might 
have calculated that it was necessary to appease Sarkis in view 
of the continuation of hostilities between the ADF and the LF. 
However, in March Syria rejected the demand by Butrus Khuri, 
commander of the Lebanese army, for the complete withdrawal 
of the Syrian army from all districts of Beirut and maintained its 
sizeable presence.”*! 

Considering the desire of Syria to preserve its prestige and 
power in Lebanon, Sarkis continued to extend the ADF’s man- 
date on its periodic expirations. This appears to have been 
influenced not only by Syria’s still dominant power in Lebanon 
and Asad’s occasional gesture of appeasement towards Sarkis, but 
also by the following regional factors and his own perception. In 
fact, since Sarkis relied on other Arab states as counterbalances 
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to Syria, their views may have influenced him. Regarding the 
ADF’s mandate, the Arab states actually held the view that the 
termination would lead to an alternative bilateral agreement 
between Lebanon and Syria, one that would only decrease what- 
ever influence the Arab states could exert on Syria to soften its 
Lebanese policies.”4 Also Sarkis, as a ‘neutral’ figure, probably 
did not want to provoke Asad, which would alienate the Lebanese 
Muslims. 

However, Sarkis’s reliance on the Arab community to resolve 
the hostilities between the ADF and the LF to secure the deploy- 
ment of the Lebanese army in all of Lebanon’s territories resulted 
in failure. Although the Arab League summit in November 
1981 stipulated its support for the Lebanese government’s plan 
for the army’s deployment in southern Lebanon,” this was not 
realized. It was largely due to the polarization among the Arab 
states, especially antagonism between Saudi Arabia and Syria, 
which resulted from the former supporting Iraq and the latter 
aligning with Iran in the Iran—Iraq War. 

Later, Sarkis adopted increasingly unfriendly attitudes towards 
the Asad regime. One example is that Sarkis did not ask for the 
extension of the ADF’s mandate in July 1982, although he had 
previously agreed to the continuation of the mandate whenever it 
periodically expired.”“4 Furthermore, Sarkis demanded the com- 
plete withdrawal of the ADF and Israeli army from Lebanon, and 
finally the Arab states, including Syria, agreed to terminate the 
ADF’s mandate at the Arab summit in September.” 

However, it is impossible to neglect the fact that Sarkis still 
took Syrian concerns into account even after he clearly sided with 
the Lebanese Front in the 1980s. During the ‘Missile Crisis’ in 
1981, which threatened to bring about a direct Syrian—Israeli 
military confrontation in Zahla, Lebanon, Sarkis dispatched his 
envoy to Syria to resolve the dangerous situation.*“© After the 
end of the crisis, Sarkis and Wazzan presented a joint peace pro- 
gramme, including the termination of all contacts with Israel 
by the Lebanese Front; the strict observance of the 1969 Cairo 
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Agreement by the Palestinians; and the gradual withdrawal of 
the Syrian army, which should be complete by August 1982.74’ 
Later, at the Arab summit in September, Sarkis agreed that 
the implementation of the withdrawal of Syrian forces from 
Lebanon at the end of the ADF’s mission would be determined 
by Lebanese—Syrian negotiations.*“* Thus, as Thompson (2002) 
explained: ‘Asad was able to maintain the legitimacy of Arab 
League sanctioning of the presence of Syrian forces in Lebanon 
even after the termination of the ADF mandate. As long as the 
Israelis maintained forces in Lebanon, Syria would have a written 
endorsement of its continued presence.?“? 

Sarkis could have put more pressure on the Asad regime with 
the aim of the Syrian army’s complete and immediate with- 
drawal, but he did not. There were two reasons for this. First, 
Syria was isolated in the Arab world by virtue of its siding with 
Iran in the Iran—Iraq War. Second, Syria’s dominant position in 
Lebanon was largely shattered by the Israeli invasion in June 
1982, although Syrian forces remained entrenched in the Biqa’ 
region. 

Thus, it is possible to say that Lebanon was theoretically in 
a better power position to balance against Syria in the initial 
period of the 1980s. However, Sarkis perhaps took other internal 
threats against his position into consideration — such as the grow- 
ing power of the Shi’as in Lebanon, their relations with Syria and 
Israel’s alignment with the Maronites — and so avoided antag- 
onizing the Asad regime. Consequently, it appears possible to 
say that Sarkis avoided all-out confrontation with the Syrian-led 
ADF and even attempted to appease the Syrian regime with the 
help of the Arab League. 


Lebanon’s Militia Economy and Reconstruction Efforts 


As the civil war progressed, so did the fragmentation in Lebanon. 
This situation affected the economy: as the militia economy 
emerged, the ‘normal’ economic system nearly ceased to function. 
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Under the flourishing militia economy, attempts by Lebanon’s 
political leadership to reconstruct a national economy were one 
of its main activities to restore the state’s functions. In doing 
so, the Lebanese leaders had to take into consideration Syrian 
economic interests, since the country was involved not only in 
Lebanon’s militia economy, through smuggling, but also in their 
reconstruction efforts. 

As Picard (2000) explained, the militia economy came into 
being with ‘the transition from the local mobilization of armed 
defence groups in villages or neighbourhoods that operated 
within the framework of a unified state to the monopolization 
of resources and means of coercion by large, organized, and hier- 
archical militias that gradually carved up Lebanese territory after 
1976’. In fact, the LF, the Amal Movement and the Progressive 
Socialist Party (PSP) attempted to consolidate their power in their 
own communities by looting Lebanon’s national property and by 
depriving opponents of strategic resources, such as oil and elec- 
tricity. They gave priority to securing access to those resources 
without having to rely on the mediation of their enemies, for 
example, by constructing separate ports, since Lebanon imported 
more than 50 per cent of its consumer goods.”?! 

More importantly, Lebanese militias began to be involved 
in criminal economic activities, and the Syrian army stationed 
in Lebanon became deeply engaged in smuggling in the 1980s. 
Indeed, after the Syrian army started to station in Lebanon, a 
series of illegal economic networks between Lebanon and Syria 
was formed, especially in the Biqa’ region, so as to smuggle 
drugs, consumer goods and other materials. 

Despite the spread of the illegal militia economy in Lebanon 
and the Syrians’ deep involvement, Syria sometimes brought bene- 
fits to Lebanon, which resulted in President Sarkis’s initial good 
relationship with President Asad. As Lawson (1996) pointed out, 
in the autumn of 1976 the Syrian-led ADF created conditions in 
Beirut for Lebanon’s banking system to work normally. This was 
favourable not only for Beirut’s financial community, since the 
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precarious security situation after the outbreak of the civil war 
made it impossible for Lebanon’s banking sector to find domestic 
outlets for its holdings, but also for Syrian enterprises, which had 
used the highly respected banking system in Lebanon.?”” 

During the late 1970s and early 1980s, reflecting the strained 
relations between Sarkis and Asad, the Lebanese—Syrian economic 
relationship was not always close. However, Syria finally agreed 
with Lebanon in 1981 to amend the 1953 trade pact to allow the 
export of a greater variety of Lebanese goods to Syria.??? Since 
Syria was moving into self-sufficiency in cement production and 
Lebanon had traditionally exported both black and white cement 
to Syria, Lebanon clearly needed to diversify its exports to 
Syria. Asad may well have been attending to Lebanon’s economic 
needs so as not to further antagonize Sarkis. 

However, the closure of the trans-Syrian pipeline and the 
halt of the export of Iraqi crude oil to Tripoli in April 1982, 
which were the result of the hostilities between Syria and Iraq,*” 
further worsened the Lebanese—Syrian relationship. After a dele- 
gation composed of Lebanese businessmen visited Iraq,2° the 
Lebanese cabinet approved a plan to establish a centre in Baghdad 
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to promote Lebanese industrial goods. 
avoided the severance of Lebanon’s economic relations with Syria, 
since the former economic life, including the smuggling, largely 
depended on the latter country. For example, the Electricité du 
Liban network, which covered 85 per cent of Lebanon’s electri- 
city requirements and suffered from great losses as a result of the 
illegal tapping of its electricity lines by Lebanese individuals and 
militias, was forced to import electricity from Syria through the 
Biga’ region.” In addition, Syria was an important transit route 
for Lebanese goods to the Gulf states. 


Summary 


President Sarkis largely attempted to keep his policies as ‘neu- 
tral’ as possible, although he owed his election to Syrian power 
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and although his inauguration was performed under its guid- 
ance. Sarkis was successful in putting in place a cabinet that 
did not contain representatives from warlord factions in Lebanon 
while designating Syrian-supported Huss to the premiership and 
deferring to Syrian opposition to the LNM’s participation in the 
cabinet. 

However, Sarkis soon began gradually distancing himself from 
President Asad. By 1978 Sarkis had become closer to the Lebanese 
Front, mainly as a result of the deteriorating relationship between 
Syria and the Maronite community in Lebanon, particularly 
between Syria and the LF, as well as the Asad regime’s passive atti- 
tude towards the implementation of the Shtura Agreement, which 
had been concluded in July 1977. While Sarkis had anticipated 
Syrian support in containing the Palestinian military activities 
in southern Lebanon and in deploying the Lebanese army to the 
south, the changes in the international relations of the Middle 
East gave Syria an interest in maintaining a Palestinian military 
presence on the Lebanon—Israel border. 

To counter this Syrian policy shift, Sarkis attempted to build 
inter-Arab support to confront the PLO presence in southern 
Lebanon and enable the Lebanese army to be dispatched to the 
area. His efforts were ultimately disrupted by the polarization 
among the Arab states owing to the Islamic Revolution in Iran 
and the Iran—Iraq War, as well as by Syria, which needed armed 
Palestinians in southern Lebanon to counter Israeli provocation 
under the Likud government. 

At the same time, Sarkis avoided alienating Lebanon’s Muslim 
community and the Asad regime by continuing to support his 
Sunni counterpart, i.e. Prime Minister Huss. Indeed, when 
Huss threatened to resign in May 1979, Sarkis asked him to 
form a new cabinet. As Huss prioritized economic reconstruc- 
tion, he consistently backed Sarkis’s regional policy of seeking 
inter-Arab support to stabilize southern Lebanon. In the 1981 
Missile Crisis, Sarkis sent his envoy to Syria and cooperated with 
Prime Minister Wazzan to propose a joint peace programme. 
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Ultimately, Sarkis deferred to Syrian interests in Lebanon by con- 
tinuing to extend the ADF’s mandate at its periodic expiration. 
Even after he finally decided to let its mandate expire in July 
1982, he later agreed at the September Arab League summit 
that the withdrawal of the Syrian army would be contingent on 
future Lebanese—Syrian negotiations and on the Israeli army’s 
withdrawal from Lebanon. 

It appears likely that Asad’s occasional manifestations of 
appeasement, notably the Syrian army’s partial redeployment 
from Christian-dominated areas of northern Lebanon and East 
Beirut to the Biqa’ region in January 1980, as well as Sarkis’s 
recognition of the growing power of Lebanon’s Shi’a community 
and its close relationship with Syria, encouraged his deference 
to the Syrian regime. In addition, the Lebanese—Syrian eco- 
nomic interdependency, which Sarkis’s Sunni counterparts Huss 
and Wazzan emphasized to a greater extent, was likely another 
important factor for Sarkis’s alignment with the Asad regime, 
particularly considering the priority Sarkis gave to cooperation 
with Huss and Wassan. 

In the autumn of 1976, the Syrian-led ADF established an eco- 
nomic environment in Beirut that made it possible for Lebanon’s 
banking sector to resume its operations and thus enabled Syrian 
investors to access its services once again. At the same time, 
Lebanon exported various goods to Syria itself and the Gulf 
states through it. Under Lebanon’s flourishing militia economy 
and the illegal economic activities that resulted from it, even one 
of the most important lifelines in Lebanon — electricity — had 
to be imported from Syria. These factors clearly affected Sarkis’s 
relationship with the Asad regime. 


President Amin al-Jumayyil and the Asad Regime 
Introduction 


Under the weakening power of Syria and its allies in Lebanon, 
ice. Muslim forces and the PLO, President Jumayyil aligned 
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Lebanon with the United States and Israel against Syria, and 
Lebanon indeed concluded the May 17 Agreement with Israel 
in 1983. However, as Syria soon recovered much of its power on 
Lebanese soil by using its allies in Lebanon, it caused Jumayyil 
to decide to abrogate the agreement in 1984. Although Jumayyil 
began to take Syrian interests into consideration, the Tripartite 
Agreement, which was arranged and concluded in 1985 under 
the auspices of Syria, antagonized him and his relationship with 
the Asad regime was not much improved until the end of his 
presidential term. Their relations were further defined by the 
role and deployment of the Lebanese army, and Lebanon’s efforts 
for economic recovery and social stability. 


Treatment of the May 17 Agreement 


After the assassination of his younger brother, Bashir al-Ju- 
mayyil, on 14 September, 1982, Amin al-Jumayyil was elected 
to the Lebanese presidency by an overwhelming majority of the 
Lebanese parliament, i.e. the votes of 77 of the 80 representatives, 
and he took office on 23 September.”°? Unlike Bashir, who was 
said to have links with the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and 
Mossad,7©° Amin had been considered to be a ‘balanced’ man 
because of his friendly relations with not only Christian, but also 


261 although he was also a 


Muslim political leaders in Lebanon, 
member of the Kata’ib Party. President Jumayyil retained Prime 
Minister Wazzan, and Wazzan selected as the cabinet ministers 
nine competent technocrats who had no political or govern- 
mental background.” Jumayyil himself might have been eager 
for Wazzan to form a broad coalition cabinet consisting of all the 
important political groups in Lebanon, but since he was elected 
under Israel’s occupation, his policies needed to take its dom- 
inant position in Lebanon into consideration. Thus, Jumayyil 
did not strongly assert that Syria’s main allies in Lebanon, Berri 
and Walid Junblat, would be included in a new cabinet.? It 
appears that as a secondary choice a ‘neutral’ technocrat cabinet, 
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which would not so harm the personal reputation of Jumayyil, 
was formed while he was appeasing Israelis. 

Jumayyil initially attempted to take an even-handed stance 
towards each of the ‘occupation forces’ in Lebanon, and many 
Lebanese indeed wanted the US-led MNF, which was created 
after the Israeli invasion in June 1982, to supervise the evacu- 
ation of Palestinian guerrillas, as well as Israeli and Syrian forces, 
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from Lebanon.*°* However, these attempts by Jumayyil faced 


difficulties, since the United States did not seriously pressure 
Israel into withdrawing its troops.?© 

Indeed, Jumayyil came to ally himself closely with Israel’s 
Likud government and the US Reagan administration and, in 
turn, to antagonize the Asad regime and Syria’s Lebanese proxies. 
These outcomes were the results of the further strengthened 
Maronite—Israeli connections and the weakening of Syrian influ- 
ence in Lebanon, both of which were caused by the Israeli invasion 
in 1982, the resulting emergence of the Israeli hegemony in 
Lebanon and the strengthened Cold War context in the Middle 
East after the end of the détente between the superpowers. 

Consequently, Lebanese Muslims’ hope for Jumayyil to develop 
a policy of national reconciliation evaporated, and their increas- 
ingly negative attitudes towards him constituted a basis for them 
to strengthen alliances with Syria in the hope of destroying the 
US-backed Israeli-dominated order in Lebanon. The Asad regime 
thus managed to form the NSF in 1983, which caused the Israeli 
army huge damage. 

With the beginning of the Israeli army’s partial withdrawal 
from the Shuf region in July 1983, Syrian President Asad’s main 
allies in Lebanon, Junblat and Berri, voiced their opposition 
to the deployment of the Lebanese army in the region, based 
on their understanding of the sectarian nature of the army.”°° 
In fact, Jumayyil nominated Ibrahim Tannus, who had super- 
vised the Kata’ib Party’s military training for the past nine 
years, as the Lebanese army’s new commander.”® Jumayyil then 
exploited Tannus’s power to purge officers considered politically 
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undesirable by the LF.?°° In addition, by issuing Decree Law 10, 
Jumayyil also managed to regain the Lebanese army command- 
et’s absolute authority, where the new army law in March 1979 
had imposed restrictions.” As a result, since the Lebanese army 
was staffed with officers favoured by the LF and since those offic- 
ers won rapid promotion, the army’s ‘Christian character’ was 
rather strengthened and this prevented the army from function- 
ing as a symbol of ‘national reconciliation’. In addition, reflecting 
Jumayyil’s initial reliance on the Reagan administration, massive 
amounts of arms and military equipment were supplied by the 
United States,?”° 


the staff of the Lebanese army. 


which also sent its army’s advisors to help train 
271 

However, Jumayyil managed, with the help of the US and 
French authorities, to hold meetings with Junblat in order to 
achieve the dispatch of the Lebanese army to the Shuf region.?/2 
Junblat may have been concerned about the probable resumption 
of hostilities in his home ground and the further damage and 
casualties that might result there, if a political arrangement were 
not reached. In late August 1983, a series of meetings between 
the Lebanese authorities and Junblat was held in Paris, and an 
agreement (the Paris Accord) was concluded; this was to be 
implemented by Lebanon's legal authorities, including the army, 
and would provide security for the Shuf region.?”* In addition, 
although it was agreed that Junblat would seek the consent of 
Syria and its Lebanese allies,?”4 Asad rejected the accord.?”° Since 
Syria desperately needed strong coalitions between its Lebanese 
allies in order to abrogate the May 17 Agreement, Asad may have 
considered a series of Junblat’s actions to be destructive of the 
solidarity of those opposed to Jumayyil. As a result, the Syrian 
rejection undermined stabilization efforts in the Shuf region 
assigned to the Lebanese army. 

After the Israeli army started to withdraw its troops on a 
large scale from the Shuf region in the autumn of 1983 because 
of its heavy casualties caused by the NSF’s attacks during the 
Shuf War, Syria once again began to play an important role in 
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Lebanon, although the initial phase did not see much success. 
As a first step, Foreign Minister Khaddam arranged a national 
reconciliation meeting in Geneva, called the ‘Geneva Conference’, 
in late October. After the struggles over the sequence of issues 
between the Lebanese Front and the NSF, it was determined that 
the conference would address the following issues: Lebanese iden- 
tity, the May 17 Agreement and Lebanon's internal reforms,?”° 
but it was clear that the May 17 Agreement was arguably the 
principal topic.?’’ Despite Syria’s demand for the abrogation of 
the May 17 Agreement, Jumayyil managed to secure a mandate 
for Lebanon to work with the United States on renegotiations of 
the agreement. This was because the two staunch Syrian allies 
in Lebanon, Karami and Berri, followed Franjiya and softened 
their hostile attitude towards the agreement in exchange for the 
Maronites’ recognition of the Arab character of the Lebanese 
state.2’> These three figures indeed advocated the freezing of 
the agreement as a mechanism to give Jumayyil time to con- 
sult with the US administration.*”? Franjiya, Karami and Berri 
‘agreed that while, of course, the agreement should not be rati- 


280 This was because both 


fied it also could not be abrogated’. 
paths would lead to the continuation of Israel’s occupation in 
Lebanon: if ratified, Syria would not withdraw and consequently 
Israel would stay; if abrogated, Israel would not withdraw and 
consequently Syria would stay. As a result, although Junblat 
(who was bolstered by his military victory over the Maronites 
in the Shuf War, which actually contributed to the Israeli with- 
drawal in the autumn) consistently supported the Syrian position 


to abrogate the agreement,7*! 


Khaddam’s attempts to persuade 
Syria’s Lebanese allies to support its stance for the abrogation of 
the agreement resulted in failure. 

Jumayyil’s trip to the United States in December 1983, with the 
aim of getting its support to resolve the Lebanese deadlock over 
the May 17 Agreement, was unsuccessful. Although Lebanon’s 
internal support for the renegotiations with the United States 


(even among the pro-Syrian figures) and Jumayyil’s continued 
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confidence in the country to check the power of Syria and its 
Lebanese allies made it possible for him to defy the Asad regime 
and gain manoeuvrability, the Reagan administration now 
viewed the Syrian regime very negatively. Since the US facilities 
in Lebanon had been attacked twice that year by Shi’as allegedly 
having connections with and supported by Syrian intelligence 
forces in Lebanon, and since Washington perceived Damascus 
as obstructing its stabilization efforts in Lebanon, the United 
States had no intention of pressuring Israel, whose relations 
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with it were at their best, to renegotiate with Lebanon. 
the strengthened Cold War context, as Gerges (1997) pointed 
out, Jumayyil ‘discovered belatedly that the US was unwilling 
to over-invest in Lebanon, and it could not afford the high costs 
involved: Lebanon was not worth it’? 

Once the MNF, his strong patron, evacuated Lebanon in 
February 1984,7*4 Jumayyil acknowledged the danger of neglect- 
ing pan-Arab and anti-Israeli feelings among the Lebanese, 
especially the Muslims. As a result, he found himself left with 
no choice but to establish a new relationship with the Asad 
regime to protect his presidency from strong NSF specially 
Druze and Shi'a) pressure. In exchange for Jumayyil’s statement 
on 29 February that he was prepared to abrogate the May 17 
Agreement,” Junblat and Berri were persuaded by Asad not to 
drive Jumayyil into a corner and not to force him to resign.?°° 
This episode showed that Jumayyil aligned himself with the 
Syrian regime to appease the pro-Syrian actors in Lebanon. As a 
result, the battle was now off, and the Lebanese government took 
the necessary constitutional step formally to cancel the May 17 


Agreement, which was realized on 5 March.?°’ 


Formation of the ‘Tripartite Agreement’ 


Under these favourable circumstances, Syria initiated the second 
national meeting, called the ‘Lausanne Conference’, in the middle 
of March 1984.75° The meeting was supposed to be more or less 
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under Syrian guidance. However, the Syrian regime was racked 
by the fraternal antagonism between President Asad and his 
younger brother, Ri’fat al-Asad, because of the leader’s illness, and 
so did not have enough power to ‘orchestrate’ the conference.7®? 
Damascus’s important allies in Lebanon, Berri and Junblat, stuck 
to their demands to force President Jumayyil to resign, to put him 
on trial and to gain more political power for themselves, although 
Foreign Minister Khaddam put pressure on them to drop these 
demands.””° Moreover, Franjiya demanded the preservation of all 
Maronite privileges just when a reconciliation plan submitted by 
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Jumayyil was about to be agreed upon.*”’ Since there appears to 


be no evidence that the Syrian regime attempted to persuade its 


traditional ally, Franjiya, to withdraw his demand,?”” 


Jumayyil 
was probably disappointed at the regime, even though he would 
have recognized its extraordinary situation. 

Late April 1984 saw the formation of a ‘national unity cabinet’ 
led by Karami, which was delicately balanced both between and 
within Lebanon’s various sects, although important posts relating 
to foreign and defence issues were allocated either to Muslims 
ot pro-Syrian figures.??? Although the cabinet attempted to 
reunite the country and to restore state sovereignty in all parts 
of Lebanon, by the time it gained a vote of confidence from the 
Lebanese parliament on 12 June, the cabinet itself had become 
as fragmented as the country.?”* The division between Christian 
and Muslim ministers on major issues was indeed sharp, and it 
became more difficult for them to control their own militias.?” 

In these circumstances of increasing disintegration, Jumayyil 
initially relied on the Asad regime in order to gain support from 
Syria’s Lebanese allies, i.e. Franjiya, Karami, Berri and Junblat, 
but to no avail. This was because since these politicians possessed 
their own militias, it was difficult for Damascus to force them to 
support Jumayyil. Moreover, as Salem (1995) recalls: ‘Syria was 
not especially interested in strengthening the president at the 
expense of its trusted allies. Later, even when Jumayyil’s lead- 
ership of the Kata’ib Party was challenged by Ja’ja’ in the spring 
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of 1985, he did not ask for Syrian help, even though President 
Asad had offered to provide assistance to help contain Ja’ja’.??” 

Bitter relations between Jumayyil and the Asad regime, as 
well as the failure of the Karami cabinet to end the conflict and 
achieve both national reconciliation among the Lebanese and 
the Israeli army’s full withdrawal from Lebanon,??° led Asad 
to sideline the Lebanese authorities and to promote an accord 
between the three main pro-Syrian militia leaders. They were 
Hubayga of the pro-Syrian faction of the LF, Berri of the Amal 
Movement and Junblat of the PSP. As Rabinovich (1987) pointed 
out, this was Syria’s ‘explicit recognition given to the militias as 
the effective wielders of power in Lebanon’.’?? In late December 
1985, the Tripartite Agreement between the three leaders was 
formed under the guidance of Syria. The agreement called for 
an end to the civil war in Lebanon, the gradual abolishment of 
Lebanon's sectarian political system, the deprivation of the power 
of the Lebanese presidency and the recognition of the ‘special’ 
relationship between Syria and Lebanon.>”? 

The Tripartite Agreement aimed to be a ‘Pax-Syriana’ that 
would pacify Lebanon, but this agreement soon collapsed in 
January 1986. Resentful of the provisions relating to the transfers 
of the prerogatives of Lebanon’s presidency partly to the prem- 
iership and partly to the cabinet, and of the more clearly defined 
relationship between Lebanon and Syria, almost all Maronite 
leaders in Lebanon, including Franjiya, opposed the terms that 
Hubayga had accepted in their name.*°' Backed by these strong 
anti-Hubaygqa feelings among the Maronites and also resent- 
ing Asad’s sidelining of him in the formation of the Tripartite 
Agreement, Jumayyil — with the help of Ja’ja, who shared his 
bitter feelings towards Hubayqa and Asad — militarily defeated 
Hubayga and his faction in the LF.*°? Thus, any hope of the 
agreement being implemented was dashed. 

After the collapse of the Tripartite Agreement, Syria 
attempted, mainly by using its proxy, the Amal Movement, to 
contain Hizbullah and to prevent the PLO from restoring their 
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power in Lebanon.*”? The Syrian efforts towards what they 
called ‘normalization’ may have influenced Jumayyil’s percep- 
tion of the country, causing him to improve his relations with 
Asad. However, Asad set the condition that they should address 
all issues on the basis of the Tripartite Agreement.*°* Although 
Jumayyil actually acknowledged the necessity of taking Syrian 
interests into consideration in controlling conflict situations in 
Lebanon, he opposed the condition imposed by Asad.*” 

Finally, Jumayyil’s disappointment in Asad, as well as the fact 
that his presidential power was largely owed to Ja’ja’ and the 
LF after the United States and Israel diminished their power in 
Lebanon, reinforced his tendency to pursue Maronite-oriented 
policies, which continued until the last phase of his presidential 
term. In September 1988, the Lebanese parliament was unable to 
elect his successor because of the fierce antagonism that existed 
between factional groups in Lebanon. After a Syrian attempt to 
elect Franjiya resulted in failure, Jumayyil stepped down without 
nominating his successor and appointed the Christian com- 
mander of the Lebanese army, ‘Awn, to the premiership.>°° This 
was unacceptable to the Lebanese Muslims and the Asad regime, 
as they recognized Prime Minister Huss, who had succeeded 
Karami after his assassination in June 1987, and his cabinet as 
legitimate. Since Huss refused to step down, the existence of a 
‘unitary government’ ended and two rival cabinets appeared in 
Lebanon: the ‘Awn cabinet, supported by the LF and most of 
the Maronites; and the Huss cabinet, backed by Syria and its 
Muslim allies. 


Role and Deployment of the Lebanese Army 


With his external patrons, the United States and Israel, decreasing 
their presence in Lebanon, President Jumayyil increasingly used 
the Lebanese army against his rivals, especially from the Druze 
and Shi'a community, and as a result the army further drifted 
towards full alignment with the LF. While Syria succeeded in 
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inserting a clause in the 1985 Tripartite Agreement that the 
Lebanese army command should be rehabilitated under its 


9” this action strongly antagonized not only the army’s 


guidance, 
Maronite leadership, but also Jumayyil. After the Syrian army 
cleared militias from the streets of West Beirut in March 1987, it 
was presumed that Jumayyil and ’Awn, the then commander of 
the Lebanese army, would take the same measure in East Beirut 
against LF leader Ja’ja’°°® However, due to Jumayyil’s reliance on 
Jaja and the close relations between ’Awn and Ja ja’, this Syrian 
calculation did not materialize. 

Indeed, the strong relationship between the Lebanese army 
and the LF had considerably deepened Syrian suspicion of the 
army’s ‘neutrality. When furious clashes and great tension 
persisted between the Amal Movement and the Palestinians 
during the Camps War, the deployment of the Lebanese army’s 
‘special forces, which were composed of a number of different 
army brigades, as a buffer force around the camps was planned.>” 
Although the Lebanese army’s role in easing the tension was 
sometimes helped by the Syrian army, Jumayyil could not 
rely completely on President Asad for full support. Even when 
the Lebanese army tried to implement the Syrian-arranged 
security plan for West Beirut in July 1986, Asad decided to dis- 
patch only symbolic numbers — about 200 men — from Syrian 


troops.?!? 


Lebanon’s Efforts for Economic Reconstruction 
and Social Stability 


Although the spread of an illegal militia economy in Lebanon 
created a situation where the government lost control over public 
revenues and income but ‘continue{d]} to spend in order to main- 
tain essential services, pay wages and salaries and subsidize some 
basic imported goods’,*!! the Lebanese authorities attempted to 
reconstruct its economy. In fact, the Lebanese cabinet decided to 


close the illegal ports in September 1986 so as to secure customs 
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revenue.!? However, the LF, the Amal Movement and the PSP 
were not cooperative.*! Since there seems to be no evidence that 
Damascus pressured its Lebanese allies, i.e. the Amal Movement 
and the PSP, to side with the Lebanese authorities, it appears that 
President Jumayyil was disappointed at President Asad. 
However, when Lebanon’s poor Muslims, especially the Shi’as, 
protested against a probable rise in the cost of living in late 
August 1987 after the Lebanese government made a decision to 
cut subsidies to basic goods in order to contain its spiralling def- 
icit, the Syrian army intervened to disperse the demonstrations.’4 
Although the decision had been briefly suspended because of 
widespread opposition in Lebanon, the government finally cut 


)P and it 


its petrol subsidy in September (though only partially 
could be said that regarding this case Syria, though indirectly, 
helped Lebanon to stabilize its own society as was necessary for 


economic reconstruction. 


Summary 


Being elected at a time when both Israel and the Western states 
were intervening in Lebanon to contain Syria, President Jumayyil 
had initially aligned Lebanon with the United States and Israel 
against Syria. Lebanon indeed concluded the May 17 Agreement 
with Israel in 1983 and had been able to align with the United 
States and Israel because of the weakened power of Syria and its 
Lebanese allies — Muslim forces and the PLO — the establishment 
of Israeli hegemony in Lebanon and the revival of the Cold War 
within the context of the Middle East, which led the United 
States to seek support from Lebanon. However, Jumayyil’s pol- 
icies provoked heavy opposition from the Syrian-led NSF and 
led to the fierce Shuf War and a succession of heavy Shi’a attacks 
on the MNF. In response, Jumayyil called on the United States 
and Israel to contain the NSF, but both reacted by decreasing 
rather than increasing their presence in Lebanon because of their 
numerous casualties. 
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Under these circumstances, Jumayyil saw the danger of fail- 
ing to recognize the strong Arab identity assumed by most of 
the Lebanese population, and began to align Lebanon with Syria 
to protect himself from the fierce Druze and Shi’a attacks. In 
exchange for Jumayyil’s abrogation of the May 17 Agreement, 
President Asad pressured Syria's prominent Lebanese allies, 
Junblat and Berri, to back down on Jumayyil’s resignation. 
However, despite facing Syrian pressure, Junblat and Berri still 
made what Jumayyil considered to be unreasonable demands 
on him during the Lausanne Conference in March 1984, and 
the Syrian regime, in the midst of an internal crisis caused 
by President Asad’s illness, could not persuade them to mod- 
erate their demands. Later, in April, as fragmentation within 
Lebanon further mounted, and when Jumayyil requested the 
Asad regime to persuade Syria’s Lebanese allies to cooperate with 
him, Damascus refused to strengthen his position at their own 
expense. 

Although Jumayyil soon discovered that the 1985 Tripartite 
Agreement resulted in a military conflict between the pro- 
Syrian faction of the LF and the Lebanese army, which led to his 
additional disappointment with the Syrian regime, he restarted 
a dialogue with Asad in the autumn of 1986. Syrian efforts to 
contain Hizbullah and the PLO by using the Amal Movement 
in order to prevent the ‘radicalization’ of the Lebanese population 
could well have appeased him. However, Asad insisted the dia- 
logue should be based on the spirit of the Tripartite Agreement, 
which Jumayyil found unacceptable. This led Jumayyil to 
become increasingly reliant on the LF and the Lebanese army. 
In March 1987, Jumayyil failed to fulfil Syrian expectations by 
refusing to instruct the Lebanese army to take actions necessary 
to clear LF militias from East Beirut. Although Asad refused to 
pressure Berri and Junblat to cooperate with the Lebanese gov- 
ernment over the closure of Lebanon's illegal ports in September 
1986, the Syrian army later sided with Jumayyil in late August 
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1987 after observing Lebanon’s poor Shi’a community’s demon- 
strations against the government’s decision to cut subsidies for 
basic goods. Although the Syrian regime occasionally cooper- 
ated with Jumayyil, he demonstrated favouritism towards the 
Maronite community until the end of his presidential term in 
September 1988. 


CHAPTERS 


LEBANON FROM ‘ANARCHY’ 
TO ‘INDIRECT RULE’ 
UNDER SYRIA (1988-2005) 


After the Lebanese Civil War had ended in 1990, the Lebanese 
government was forced to confront the reality of ‘indirect rule’ 
under Syria, which frequently intervened in Lebanon’s polit- 
ical, economic, social, military and diplomatic affairs to further 
its own interests even as Lebanese leaders attempted to exploit 
Syrians for their own benefit. 

As Syrian policy towards Lebanon was still largely defined by 
regional dynamics in the Middle East (as the theory of ‘simple 
realism’ presumes) and was pursued by use of its trans-state 
ties with Lebanon’s mostly sectarian-based non-governmental 
actors more than its official ties with the Lebanese government, 
Lebanon’s top leaders had to maintain a careful watch on both 
the regional and trans-state factors. Thus, after briefly exam- 
ining the processes of the termination of the civil war and the 
consolidation of Syrian hegemony in Lebanon under ‘anarchy’ 
(1988-1990), this chapter first describes the regional and trans- 
state factors and then examines in detail the political, economic, 
social, military and diplomatic aspects of Lebanese—Syrian rela- 
tions during the indirect rule (1990-2005). 


92 SYRIA AND LEBANON 


Among top Lebanese leaders, Prime Minister Rafiq al-Hariri 
is a central figure in this chapter, because of the increased power 
of Lebanon’s premiership as a result of the amendment of its con- 
stitution in 1990, his occupation of the position for a total of 
10 years and his considerable domestic and international influ- 
ence even when he did not hold the post. More importantly, 
Hariri occasionally attempted to act ‘independently’ of the Syrian 
regime with strong Lebanese and international backing, although 
his power was curtailed by Syrian allies in Lebanon’s govern- 
ing body and Syrian-backed non-governmental actors such as 
Hizbullah. In contrast, Hariri’s counterparts, i.e. President Ilyas 
al-Hirawi, his successor Emile Lahoud and Parliament Speaker 
Nabih Berri, remained fairly dependent on the Syrian regime 
throughout their terms. 


Termination of the Lebanese Civil War 
and Consolidation of Syrian Hegemony in Lebanon 


Introduction 


In order to understand post-war Lebanese—Syrian relations, it 
seems essential to consider the Lebanese situation which led to 
the termination of the civil war and the consolidation of Syrian 
hegemony in Lebanon, as these largely affected their relationship 
from 1990 to 2005. 


Formation of the Ta’if Agreement 


Since Michel ’Awn claimed to be Lebanon’s premier in place of 
Salim al-Huss after the aborted Lebanese presidential election 
in September 1988, this resulted in a period when Lebanon had 
no president but two rival governments. All guise of a ‘unitary’ 
government having ended and the situation of anarchy emerged 
in Lebanon, its real division became highly probable. Had this 
division been realized, it would have been dangerous for Syria 
and the other Arab states, because the collapse of the Lebanese 
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state would not only have created a cause for Israel’s intervention 
in Lebanon, but also had a knock-on effect on the entire Arab 
state system. 

Under these circumstances, a new phase in the rivalry between 
Syria and Iraq over Lebanon started, since Iraq, as a result of 
the end of the Iran-Iraq War in August 1988, found itself free 
from having to attend to its eastern border with Iran and began 
focusing on its western border. In a manifestation of Iraq's desire 
for vengeance against Syria for the latter state’s support to Iran 
during the war, Iraq increased its involvement in Lebanon by 
extending aid to the anti-Syrian government led by ‘Awn, while 
Syria supported the rival government led by Huss. Iraq's back- 
ing allowed ’Awn, in March 1989, to declare the ‘Liberation War’ 
against Syria. Despite their initial antagonism, which originated 
in ‘Awn’s open battle with Samir Jaja’, leader of the LF, over 
control of the Port of Beirut while Awn was attempting to con- 
solidate his authority over Lebanon, he received aid from Ja’ja’ 
and they cooperated to confront their common enemy: Syria." 
An escalation in violence and heavy warfare between the Syrian 
army and ’Awn’s forces throughout the spring and summer put 
enormous pressure on Arab, especially Saudi, mediation efforts, 
ultimately leading to the formation of the Taif Agreement in 
October 1989, under the auspices of the Arab League, as the 
basis of Lebanon’s national reconciliation. 

The prime objective of the Ta’ if Agreement was to lay the 
foundation for the establishment of a new political order in 
Lebanon, which was later realized by the amendment of the 
Lebanese constitution in September 1990. First, the agreement 
stipulated a reduction in the power of the presidency (held by 
the Maronites) that, in effect, placed the post on an equal foot- 
ing with the premiership (held by the Sunnis) and parliament 
speakership (held by the Shi’as); an expansion of the power of 
the Lebanese parliament; and the establishment of parity in the 
numerical distribution of parliamentary seats between Christian 
and Muslim deputies (even though Lebanese Christians were 
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now a demographic minority). Second, the agreement called for 
disarming of Lebanese militias and restoration and extension of 
the authority of the central government in Beirut throughout 
Lebanon, including the south. Third, the agreement formalized 
Lebanon's ‘special’ relations with Syria that granted it the legal 
right to maintain its army presence on Lebanese soil of the size 
and period to be specified by the two governments and that 
enabled it to respond to perceived threats against its security on 
that soil. The agreement also defined the role of the Syrian army 
in assisting the Lebanese government to establish its authority 
throughout Lebanon. Fourth, the agreement demanded the 
Israeli withdrawal from the ‘security zone’ in southern Lebanon 
in compliance with UN Security Council Resolution 425 and 
other resolutions.” As the Ta’if Agreement was sanctioned not 
only by the Lebanese government, but also by the Arab League 
and the United Nations, Syria was able to secure an internation- 
ally recognized legal basis for its presence in Lebanon. 


Defeat of ‘Awn 


After the conclusion of the Taif Agreement, Syrian President 
Hafiz al-Asad and his Lebanese allies — President Hirawi, who 
had been elected after the assassination of Rene Mu’awwad in 
November 1989, and Prime Minister Huss — began endeavour- 
ing to implement the agreement with international and regional 
backing. However, Syrian hegemony in Lebanon continued to be 
challenged by ‘Awn. Indeed, ’Awn not only defended his govern- 
ment, but also rejected the agreement, leading to his dismissal 
as a commander of the Lebanese army, suspension of payments to 
civil servants under him and imposition of an economic blockade 
on the districts controlled by him.’ 

As Norton (1991) argued, “Awn’s rejection of the Taif 
Agreement was due to the fact that it did not call for the with- 
drawal of the Syrian army from all Lebanese territories, but 
instead only called for redeployment to the Biga’ region’. While 
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‘Awn enjoyed popularity among Lebanon’s Christian community, 
with his followers launching a series of attacks against pro-Ta if 
figures, that of Ja ja decreased to such an extent that he came to 
fear being marginalized within the community.’ Asa result, Ja’ ja’ 
began to distance himself from ’‘Awn, which was later manifested 
in his acceptance of the Ta if Agreement and tacit willingness to 
participate in the Huss cabinet.° The split resulted in an open 
battle between Lebanese army units under ’Awn and LF forces 
in January 1990, in which ‘Awn’s massive support among the 
Maronites made it possible for him to launch military attacks 
against the LF.’ 

Syria initially did not react out of concern that a direct attack 
against “Awn might lead to mounting violence in Lebanon, 
arousing opposition not only within the country, but also in the 
regional and international arena and, more importantly, provoke 
outside, especially Israeli, intervention in Lebanon against it. 
However, taking military action against ‘Awn became a favour- 
able option for Asad in the latter half of 1990. First, Syria gained 
broad Lebanese support for the Taif Agreement, including 
Hizbullah, the LF and the Maronite religious establishment,® all 
of which had experienced bitter dealings with the Asad regime. 
As for the LF, Hirawi, backed by Damascus, had engaged in 
negotiations with Ja’ja’, ultimately resulting in the LF’s accept- 
ance of the post-Ta’if process.” At the same time, increased 
Maronite support for the process enabled Hirawi officially to 
request Syrian assistance necessary to oust ‘Awn in October.!® 

Moreover, Syria’s participation in the US-led anti-Iraqi coali- 
tion in 1990, resulting from the decreased power of the Soviet 
Union — its long-time principal patron — greatly contributed to 
the improvement of its relations with the United States and sev- 
eral European countries. Through the United States, Syria secured 
Israel’s tacit permission to use Syrian ground and air forces against 
‘Awn, a clear violation of the ‘Red Line Agreement’, to defeat 
him." This domestic and international support led Asad to order 
the Syrian army to attack ‘Awn’s enclave around the Lebanese 
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presidential palace in Ba’abda in October, an act that eventually 
led to the capture of all of East Beirut and the end of the civil 
war.!? ’Awn initially took refuge in the French Embassy of Beirut 
before going into exile in France. The subsequent assassination of 
the NLP’s leader Dani Sham’un, a leading supporter of ’Awn and, 
hence, one of Syria’s main remaining opponents in Lebanon — 
allegedly by Syrian intelligence forces — demonstrated its strong 
will to dominate the post-war Lebanon. 


Brief Summary 


While the Taif Agreement stipulated Syria’s ‘special’ status 
in Lebanon, its power on Lebanese soil was still fiercely chal- 
lenged by ‘Awn. However, his surrender in October 1990 not 
only marked the end of the civil war, but also firmly established 
Syrian hegemony in Lebanon, which was to be further consoli- 
dated in May 1991 with the conclusion of the Lebanese—Syrian 
Treaty of Brotherhood, Cooperation and Coordination. The 
Syrian hegemony thereafter enabled it to ‘play the Lebanon card’, 
especially in the context of Arab—Israeli diplomacy. 


Middle East International Relations and the 
Impact on Syria and Lebanon 


Introduction 


From 1990 to 2005, the international relations of the Middle 
East continued to have a crucial impact on Syrian policy towards 
Lebanon, which Lebanese Prime Minister Hariri had to con- 
sider when he took action and formed attitudes towards the 
Syrian regime. Specifically, the Arab-Israeli peace process, 
particularly the progress of the Syria—Israel track, affected the 
Syrian—Lebanese relationship. More recently, the US-led Iraq 
War in 2003 not only changed US perception of Syria, but also 
made it possible for some Lebanese leaders to resist the Syrian 
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hegemony, which ultimately contributed to the termination of 
Syrian indirect rule in Lebanon. 


Syrian—Israeli Negotiations 


As mentioned, the breakdown of the global bipolarity system 
was a crucial factor behind the Syrian decision to join the US-led 
anti-Iraqi coalition during the Gulf Crisis/War from 1990 to 
1991. The decline of the Soviet Union stripped Syria of the option 
of going to war as a means of settling the Arab—Israeli conflict. 
Syria’s lack of any real alternative to entering into the peace pro- 
cess forced President Asad to abandon its traditional conditions 
for the participation: UN sponsorship and a united Arab dele- 
gation.'> Because of the disadvantageous international situation 
within which Syria was embroiled, Asad had no choice but to 
accept US procedural terms, ‘which were designed to shape the 
course of the negotiations to Israel’s advantage’.'4 Indeed, Syria 
attended the Madrid Peace Conference in October 1991, and a 
succession of Middle East peace negotiations continuously largely 
defined Syria’s regional policy, especially towards Lebanon, as 
well as Lebanon’s foreign relations. 

The Madrid Peace Conference stipulated two means by which 
peace negotiations for the Middle East could proceed: via multi- 
lateral talks concerning development, refugees, security, water 
and environment in the region or via bilateral talks between 
Israel and the frontline Arab states. After Syria decided to enter 
direct negotiations with Israel, such a conflict soon emerged that 
it was not until June 1992, when the Labour government under 
Yitzhaq Rabin was established in Israel, that any true progress 
was observed.’ The stalemate in the negotiation process during 
this period intensified Hizbullah’s military activities against 
the Israeli-occupied security zone in southern Lebanon. Faced 
with Syrian determination to use its proxy, Hizbullah, to acquire 
negotiating leverage with Israel, the weak Lebanese government 
had no choice but to accept Syrian terms. 
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At the Syrian—Israeli negotiations in August 1992, Israel stated 
that although UN Security Council Resolution 242 applied to 
the Golan Heights, it did not call for Israeli withdrawal from all 
the occupied territories.'° In opposition, Syria maintained that 
since Resolution 242 clearly required full Israeli withdrawal, a 
partial withdrawal was not acceptable.!’ Despite this disagree- 
ment, Asad continued to demonstrate Syria’s eagerness to engage 
in negotiations with Israel. Indeed, he initiated encouraging the 
Palestinians, Jordanians and Lebanese to resume peace talks, 
and even supported continuation of the talks when they were 
interrupted by Israel’s expulsion of Hamas members to southern 
Lebanon in December.'® 

Despite such vigorous efforts made by Asad, disagreements 
between Syria and Israel regarding the Golan Heights ultim- 
ately stalled their negotiations in 1993. Frustrated and claiming 
to respond to Hizbullah’s attacks on its presence in southern 
Lebanon, Israel launched a massive military campaign against 
Hizbullah in July as part of what it referred to as Operation 
Accountability. The heavy Israeli attacks against both Hizbullah 
in southern Lebanon and the Syrian army in the Biga’ region were 
aimed at forcing Syria to make concessions to Israel. Although 
Asad’s cooperation with the Israeli government in the resolution 
of the crisis led the Israeli side to consider him to be a serious 
negotiating partner who desired peace, the continued Syrian— 
Israeli differences regarding the ‘Golan-for-peace equation’ 
pushed Israel to give priority to the Israeli—Palestinian peace 
negotiations.'? Israel’s signing of the Oslo Accords in September 
and conclusion of subsequent separate agreements with the PLO 
and Jordan not only made it possible for Syria to focus on the 
issue of the recovery of the Golan Heights, but also diminished 
its bargaining power vis-a-vis Israel. 

In this context, Lebanon, especially Hizbullah’s military oper- 
ations against the security zone in southern Lebanon, became 
an important asset for Syria, a condition which, arguably, led 
Asad to focus strongly on considering the means by which the 
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Lebanese situation might give Syria an edge on negotiations with 
Israel. First, as Asad realized that Israel could benefit from a 
Syrian move against Hizbullah’s military activities in southern 
Lebanon, he linked a resolution regarding Hizbullah not only to 
an overall resolution of the Arab—Israeli conflict, but also a reso- 
lution to the Golan Heights question that would be in his favour. 
Second, when Prime Minister Hariri announced in February 
1993 Lebanon's readiness to seek a settlement with Israel under 
Resolution 425 (calling for an immediate end to Israel’s occu- 
pation in southern Lebanon), Asad quickly countered him,”° 
fearing Hariri’s announcement could reduce Syria’s negotiating 
power vis-a-vis Israel. 

As stated by Ehteshami and Hinnebusch (1997), the year 1995 
was crucial in Syrian—Israeli negotiations, which accelerated 
after the assassination of Rabin.*! His successor, Prime Minister 
Shimon Peres, publicly declared that the Golan Heights was 
Syrian territory, and his eagerness to reach an agreement with 
Syria, combined with the shift in Israeli public opinion in favour 
of doing so after Rabin’s assassination, created the conditions 
necessary to begin negotiations with Asad in late 1995.72 

Nevertheless, no breakthrough ensued, and in April 1996, 
as it had in July 1993, Israel launched a massive military cam- 
paign against Hizbullah and Lebanon’s infrastructure in what 
it termed as Operation Grapes of Wrath. Observing the exacer- 
bated tension between Syria and Israel and needing to campaign 
for the upcoming Israeli parliamentary elections, Peres suspended 
the peace negotiations.”? 

After the Likud Party won the majority in the May 1996 Israeli 
parliamentary elections, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu 
began to separate the Lebanese—Israeli peace track from the 
Syrian—Israeli peace track. In addition, Netanyahu insisted that 
future Syrian—Israeli negotiations should be resumed with no 
preconditions and irrespective of progress in precedent negotia- 
tions between the Syrians and the former Labour government.”4 
In opposition, Asad maintained that ‘peace [was} a strategic 
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choice’ for Syria, all negotiations between Syria and Israel should 
‘be resumed from the point at which they {had been} inter- 
rupted’, all agreements reached with respect to the withdrawal 
of the Israeli army from the Golan Heights and security affairs 
should remain valid and ‘the Syrian and Lebanese [peace] tracks 
{were} inseparable’. 

To promote the separation of the Lebanese—Israeli peace track 
from the Syrian—Israeli peace track, Netanyahu advocated the 
so-called ‘Lebanon first’ option in July 1996.7° The offer of 
this option had been influenced by the perception of the Israeli 
army, which, especially after the conclusion of Operation Grapes 
of Wrath, had begun to doubt effectiveness of its presence in 
the security zone of southern Lebanon.”’ As the ‘Lebanon first’ 
option aimed to divide Lebanon and Syria, and as its advo- 
cating of the Israeli army’s unilateral withdrawal from southern 
Lebanon could rid Syria of the trump card, it was not surprising 
that Syria rejected the option.”® Consequently, Hariri’s attempts 
to promote the ‘Lebanon first’ option met with stubborn Syrian 
objections and ultimately resulted in failure. The resulting 
stalemate in Syrian—Israeli negotiations intensified Hizbullah’s 
military activities in southern Lebanon. 

With casualties among Israeli soldiers increasing in southern 
Lebanon, the security zone became a liability for Israel. In 1998, 
Netanyahu announced Israel’s readiness to accept Resolution 425 
and demanded that Lebanon ease the conflict along its border 
with Israel by working out security arrangements.”? In response, 
Asad rejected the proposal drafted by Netanyahu because it would 
lead Syria to lose one of its most important bargaining chips 
with Israel: Hizbullah’s military presence in southern Lebanon.” 
Under these circumstances, Lebanon, having no choice, but to 
follow Syria, also rejected the Israeli offer.*! 

The successor of Netanyahu, Ehud Barak, assumed Israel’s 
premiership in May 1999 and revealed his intentions to with- 
draw the Israeli army from southern Lebanon within one year 
and to cooperate with Asad. In order to restart Israeli—Syrian 
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negotiations, Prime Minister Barak and Syrian Foreign Minister 
Faruq al-Shar’ agreed to accept the sponsorship of US President 
Bill Clinton and met in Washington DC in mid-December.*” 
However, this and a subsequent meeting in Shepherdstown led 
to no true progress. Eventually, Barak announced that peace 
with Syria was currently impossible;*? however, the Israeli army 
started to withdraw from the security zone of southern Lebanon, 
which was finalized on 24 May 2000. 

While the Israeli presence in Lebanon has officially ended, 
Israel has continued to occupy a sliver of a disputed territory 
known as the ‘Shabaa Farms’. This occupation has not only 
enabled Hizbullah to justify maintaining its military presence, 
but also enabled Syria to use Hizbullah’s weapons as a trump 
card. In other words, it is possible for Syria to maintain that 
Israel will not experience peace along its northern border unless 
it agrees to a comprehensive settlement with Syria. 

Immediately after Ariel Sharon visited the al-Aqsa mosque 
in Jerusalem in September 2000, the second Palestinian intifada 
erupted, which was manifested in violence against the Israeli 
army stationed in the West Bank and Gaza. In sympathy, Syria 
not only tolerated, but also encouraged limited Hizbullah mili- 
tary activities against the Israeli army in the Shabaa Farms, 
which Syria and Lebanon continue to regard as an Israeli- 
occupied Lebanese territory. However, the new Syrian leadership 
under Bashar al-Asad, who had assumed responsibility for the 
Lebanese policy from Vice President ‘Abd al-Halim Khaddam 
in 1998 and held the presidency after his father’s death in June 
2000, was not interested in a conventional military confrontation 
with the Israeli army.*4 Syria, thus, did not counter the retali- 
atory Israeli attacks on its military installations in Lebanon in 
April and July 2001 following Hizbullah’s military operations 
in the Shabaa Farms.” 

Repeated Palestinian uprisings and strained Palestinian—Israeli 
relations continued to define Syria’s policy towards Lebanon. 
After Saudi Crown Prince ‘Abdullah released a peace proposal in 
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mid-February 2002 as a means of setting the agenda for the forth- 
coming March Arab League summit in Beirut,*° President Asad 
visited Lebanon just before the start of the summit to impress 
firmly that Syria should be a leading player in the Arab-Israeli 
peace process.°’ 

In the aftermath of the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks, 
US officials initially avoided mentioning Hizbullah in the con- 
text of its war against terrorism. To secure Arab backing for the 
US-led war in Afghanistan, Washington calculated that it should 
not explicitly target Hizbullah and other Syrian-sponsored guer- 
rilla groups in its war on terror as long as Damascus cooperated, 
primarily by ensuring that Syria’s surrogate forces would refrain 
from launching attacks against Israel. Syria, for its part, hoped 
that ‘its participation in the anti-terrorism campaign could be 
traded for [US] pressure on Israel over the occupied territories’.>® 
However, it soon became clear that this hope would not be real- 
ized under US President George W. Bush, who had become 
reliant on the increased power of US neoconservatives and thus 
become pro-Israeli. In this context, Hizbullah restarted mili- 
tary operations in October 2001 after a three-month hiatus,°*? 
an action that led the US administration to add Hizbullah to its 
‘terrorist list’.*° 


US-led Iraq War in 2003 


After the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks, the Bush 
administration introduced the doctrine of pre-emption, which 
targeted not only ‘terrorist organizations, but also ‘rogue 
states. The US administration included the Iraqi regime under 
President Saddam Husayn in the latter category, and its alleged 
possession of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) was used 
as a pretext for the administration to launch military operations 
in order to topple the Husayn regime in 2003. Syria opposed 
the US military action, because of its economic stakes in Iraq, 
its concern about becoming the next target if the United States 
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succeeded in Iraq and its maintaining of Arab nationalist 
identity.“! 

Syria’s opposition to the US policy concerning Iraq led 
US-—Syrian relations to become tense and ultimately caused 
the US Congress to pass the Syria Accountability and Lebanese 
Sovereign Restoration Act (SALSRA) in November 2003. The 
SALSRA would allow the Bush administration ‘to apply a com- 
bination of diplomatic and economic sanctions against Syria’,‘? 
if it did not end its support to ‘terrorists’, its development of 
WMDs and its ‘occupation’ of Lebanon.*? Facing the charge 
that Syria was supporting anti-US militants in Iraq, the Asad 
regime tightened controls on Syria’s border with Iraq, although 
US neoconservatives continued to perceive Syria negatively as a 
de facto member of the ‘axis of evil’ and prepared for regime 
change in Syria. 

In this context, US neoconservatives calculated that, as 
Hinnebusch (2006) described, ‘{ilf Syria could be forced out of 
Lebanon, a pro-Western Lebanese government could be brought 
to sign a peace treaty with Israel, and the Syrian regime, isolated 
and having suffered a major loss of prestige, might collapse’. 
As a result, the neoconservatives began to focus more strongly 
on Lebanon, which enabled several Lebanese political leaders, 
including Prime Minister Hariri, to leverage their relations with 
the US administration against their relations with the Syrian 
regime. 

However, Syria’s strong will to maintain its dominance over 
Lebanon led Damascus to pressure the Lebanese cabinet and par- 
liament to support an amendment of the Lebanese constitution 
that would allow Syria’s main ally in Lebanon, President Lahoud, 
to serve another term. In opposition, Hariri became increasingly 
active in the international arena. In cooperation with one of his 
closest allies, President Jacques Chirac of France, a leader who 
had his own agenda to improve French relations with the United 
States, with which France differed regarding how to deal with 
Iraq's Husayn regime, Hariri contributed to the formation of 
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UN Security Council Resolution 1559. The resolution, passed 
on 2 September 2004, called for Syria to halt its interference in 
Lebanon’s internal affairs and fully withdraw from the country 
and for Hizbullah and Palestinian groups in Lebanon to disarm.” 
However, the Lebanese parliament, under pressure from the 
Syrians, amended the constitution on 3 September and Lahoud’s 
term was consequently extended for three more years. 

Adoption of Resolution 1559 reactivated Lebanese debate 
regarding whether the Syrian presence was still necessary to 
maintain the stability of Lebanon and whether Hizbullah should 
be disarmed, as the Israeli army had withdrawn from all of 
southern Lebanon except for the Shabaa Farms. With regard to 
the former dimension, the assassination of Hariri on 14 February 
2005 was widely blamed on the Asad regime, and increased 
Lebanese and Western, especially US and French, pressure to end 
Syria’s indirect rule in Lebanon. Consequently, Syria completely 
withdrew its army and intelligence by 26 April. With regard 
to the latter dimension, Hizbullah waged military attacks on 
the Shabaa Farms in January 2005,*° an action that may have 
resulted from Syria's frustration at being internationally isolated 
as well as the necessity for Hizbullah to show its armed presence, 
both of which resulted from the adoption of Resolution 1559. 


Brief Summary 


The regional Syrian—Israeli power struggle assumed a greater 
number of diplomatic and military forms while continuing to 
define Syria’s policy towards Lebanon. Under these external 
circumstances, although Prime Minister Hariri occasionally 
attempted to act ‘independently’ of the Syrian regime, these 
efforts were soon contained by it. However, the outbreak of the 
2003 Iraq War dramatically changed US perception of Syria in 
a decidedly negative direction, gave Hariri more room for man- 
oeuvre and initiated a series of events that ultimately ended 
Syrian indirect rule in Lebanon. 
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Lebanese Non-Governmental Actors and Syria: 
Their Basic Interests and Relations 


Introduction 


Under the indirect Syrian rule, the Maronites, Sunnis, Shi’as and 
Druzes — the main non-governmental actors in Lebanon — main- 
tained various trans-state relations with Syria,” which Lebanese 
Prime Minister Hariri had to examine when he took action 
and formed attitudes towards the Syrian regime. Their trans- 
state relationship, which was characterized by differing degrees 
of cooperation and conflict, was mainly shaped by Syria’s pos- 
ition as a regional middle power in the Middle East, its stakes in 
Lebanon and the calculations of these sectarian groups. On the 
one hand, Syria recognized that it needed to secure the support 
of these groups to justify its presence in Lebanon, and thus strug- 
gled to win their endorsement. However, when the behaviour of 
a sectarian group in Lebanon was clearly against Syria’s inter- 
ests and beyond its tolerance, the regime, in cooperation with 
its Lebanese allies, clamped down on the group. On the other 
hand, the Lebanese sectarian groups, even with power inferior 
to that of Syria, attempted to use the Syrian presence to their 
advantage. Their behaviour was mainly determined by power 
struggles both between and within the sectarian communities 
in the reconstructed Lebanese state. Although a sectarian group’s 
relationship with Syria was affected by its communal identity 
determining its basic tendencies, it appears that its power calcu- 
lations had a greater impact on its relations with Syria. 


The Maronites and Syria 


The Taif Agreement provided Syria with an opportunity to 
neutralize the power of the Maronite community, since it had 
long opposed the ‘Pax-Syriana’,*® because of both its trad- 
itional ‘Lebanon-oriented’ identity and its bitter relations with 
Syria during most of the Lebanese Civil War. Since the LF, the 
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Maronite religious establishment, the Kata’ib Party and most 
of the Maronite zvama were left without any reliable external 
patrons after Israel had decreased its support for them, they 
accepted the Taif Agreement, while ‘Awn and his colleagues 
rejected it. The acceptance of the former groups and figures 
provided some political legitimacy for the Syrian-initiated post- 
Ta if process, although most of them later became disillusioned 
with it. 

Although the LF’s head, Ja’ja’, had helped the Syrian army 
to oust ‘Awn, he refused to recognize Syria’s predominant pos- 
ition in Lebanon. Consequently, President Hafiz al-Asad may 
well have calculated that Ja’ja’ would become an opponent of 
Syrian rule, and his decreased power and unpopularity within 
the Maronite community, largely because of the LF’s disarma- 
ment and his contribution to defeating ‘Awn, provided the Syrian 
regime with a pretext for excluding him. Presumably in line with 
Syrian wishes, the Lebanese government declared a ban on the 
LF in March 1994.*° Ja’ja’ was arrested in April for the October 
1990 murder of the NLP’s leader Sham’un,?! who had succeeded 
to the leadership after his father’s death in 1987 and had taken a 
strong anti-Syrian stance, along with Awn, during the Liberation 
War. Ja ja’ was also charged with leading the Zuq bomb incident 
in February 1994, which had targeted the Marinate commu- 
nity, killing 10 and wounding over 60.” In addition, members 
and supporters of the LF, Awn and the NLP had been detained 
during the 1990s on suspicion of ‘plotting against national 
security’! 

Although Maronite Patriarch Nasr Allah Butrus Sufayr 
supported the Taif Agreement and did nothing to stop ‘Awn’s 
collapse,” he later expressed resentment at Syria's indirect rule in 
Lebanon, which allowed Damascus to encroach on Lebanese sov- 
ereignty. While Sufayr accepted Lebanon’s ‘privileged relations’ 
with Syria in a joint Christian—Muslim working paper published 
in March 1994 on the condition that they did not interfere with 
Lebanese sovereignty,°° he continued to be the most prominent 
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religious leader in Lebanon who had never visited Syria. Sufayr’s 
stance was mainly based on the traditional Maronite ‘Lebanon- 
oriented’ identity, but his stance manifested in the paper 
provided a basis for Lebanese acceptance of some Syrian presence 
in Lebanon. 

However, facing the realities of Israel’s evacuation from the 
security zone of southern Lebanon in May 2000 and Syria’s 
interference in the parliamentary elections in the summer of 
that year, Sufayr accelerated discussion on the Syrian presence 
in September 2000, stressing the need to proceed with the 
redeployment of the Syrian army in accordance with the Taif 
Agreement. Later, when some 30 anti-Syrian Christian figures, 
including Amin al-Jumayyil, Matn MP Nasib Lahoud, Batrun 
MP Butrus Harb, Jubran Tuwayni (publisher of the a/-Nahar 
newspaper) and members of the NLP and the Kata’ib Party, 
formed the Qurnat Shahwan Gathering,’ Sufyayr became the 
leading ‘spiritual leader’ of the group. 

The Kata’ib Party reconsidered its allegiance to a ‘Lebanon- 
oriented’ identity, which led it to adopt a ‘realist’ policy and 
become supportive of the Syrian presence in Lebanon in order 
to accommodate the post-Ta’if process.’® When Munir al-Hajj 
succeeded to the leadership in 1999 following the death of 
George Sa’ada in 1998, he maintained the party’s alignment with 
the Syrians? During the Lebanese parliamentary elections in 
2000, Hajj joined the electoral list led by pro-Syrian Interior 
Minister Michel al-Murr, but his failure to win a seat seriously 
undermined his political stature.°° 

In consequence, power struggles within the Kataib Party 
broke out during 2000 and 2001 between one faction wishing to 
distance itself from Damascus and another wishing to cooperate 
with it. The leading figure associated with the former faction 
was Jumayyil, who was, ironically, permitted by the Syrian 
regime to return to Lebanon in July 2000, while the leading 
figure associated with the latter faction was Karim Pakraduni. 
After Pakraduni was eventually elected as the party’s new head in 
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October 2001, he calculated that an excessive amount of anti- 
Syrian movement under the indirect Syrian rule would strip the 
party — and, by extension, the Maronite community — of political 
power, leading him to sustain the party policy of bandwagoning 
with Damascus. In addition to Pakraduni, the former LF leader 
Ilyas Hubayga and a northern za’im, Sulayman Tony Franjiya, 
continued to cooperate with the Syrian regime. As one of the key 
pro-Syrian pillars in the Lebanese government, Franjiya continu- 
ously occupied ministerial posts throughout most of the Syrian 
rule. Hubayga, who was never a reliable ally for the Syrians 
because of his lack of real power and legitimacy within the 
Maronite community, was later assassinated in January 2002. 

Damascus succeeded in installing pro-Syrian Maronite fig- 
ures such as Hirawi and Lahoud to Lebanon’s presidency, whose 
reduced power has still been important as one of the three pillars 
in the governing body. However, Syria failed to construct broad 
and lasting Lebanese Maronite support for its rule. This was 
largely attributed to Syria’s perceived discrimination towards the 
community as a whole, including Syrian-initiated ‘unjust’ meas- 
ures in the Maronite districts during the parliamentary elections, 
and the treatment of Ja ja’ in particular, who alone stood accused 
of a series of assassinations during the civil war despite the wide- 
spread belief that these acts had been committed by many other 
militia leaders. These factors arguably contributed to Lebanon’s 
Maronite community’s negative perception of the Syrian regime 
and its allies in the Lebanese government, and ultimately to the 
community’s strong support for the political current question- 
ing the Syrian presence in Lebanon, which was accelerated in 
September 2000. 


The Sunni and Syria 


The post-Ta’if regime, which enhanced the power of Lebanon’s 
premiership and disbanded Lebanese militias, a power that the 
Sunnis largely lacked, ‘reversed the deterioration of their position 
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in the civil war and gave them a greater access to government 
than their cohesion or numbers warranted’? However, Syria’s 
supremacy and the installation of pro-Syrian figures to the presi- 
dency and the parliament speakership checked the power of 
Sunni figures who held the premiership. 

Prime Minister Hariri’s attempts to reconstruct Lebanon 
during his assumption of the post from 1992 to 2004, except 
for the two years under Huss (1998-2000), by counting on his 
ties with the Saudi monarchy and US and European top lead- 
ers were checked by the fact that the Lebanese government ‘was 
no longer the master of Lebanon’. While attempting to act 
‘independently’, especially politically and diplomatically, and to 
counterbalance the Syrian regime by seeking support from both 
his international allies and the Lebanese populace, among whom 
he was popular, his efforts were largely blocked by Damascus and 
its allies in the Lebanese government. While Hariri largely exer- 
cised freedom within the economic sphere, Lebanese economic 
affairs were connected with Syrians, as Syrian Vice President 
Khaddam and Hariri had business connections. However, as 
Hinnebusch (1998) suggested, these ties were not ‘readily manip- 
ulated to the sole advantage of Syria’, as evidenced by the Asad 
regime's delay in liberalizing its banking sector, leading Syrian 
entrepreneurs to direct their assets to Lebanese banks. 

Hariri was also engaged in power struggles against his com- 
munal rivals. Indeed, Hariri attempted, by using his wealth and 
position, to extend his patronage network in West Beirut so as 
to compete with Huss and Sa’ib Salam, both of whom main- 
tained their own constituencies in the area, as well as to counter 
"Umar Karami, his political opponent in Tripoli, who had a close 
relationship with the Syrian regime. In fact, these rivals served 
Syrian interests in checking Hariri’s enormous power owing to 
his domestic and international popularity. 

In sum, the Syrian regime’s patronage of Sunni leading fig- 
ures in Lebanon, except for Hariri, appeared to have succeeded. 
After heated debate regarding the Syrian presence on Lebanese 
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soil arose in 2000, Grand Mufti Muhammad Rashid Qabbani 
and Karami successfully justified the presence,°’ while Huss 
stressed the importance of maintaining coordination between 
Lebanon and Syria as neighbouring countries. 


The Shi'as and Syria 


The 1989 Damascus Agreement positioned Syria as the sole and 
ultimate arbiter between the Amal Movement and Hizbullah, 
two pillars of the Shi’a community in Lebanon. This subsection 
describes relations between each organization and Syria during 
the period of its indirect rule. 

Syria obtained support from the Amal Movement to imple- 
ment its policy within Lebanon and stabilize the situation under 
its rule, as the movement advocated a pluralistic and undivided 
Lebanon (which was compatible with Syrian aims) and incorpo- 
rated the secular Shi'a middle class.°° The Amal Movement had 
its own reasons for supporting the Syrian-dominated post-Ta if 
process. First, as the power of the parliamentary speakership, 
which has been allocated to the Shi’as, was increased by the Taif 
Agreement, the ‘pragmatic’ leader of the Amal Movement, Berri, 
became more interested in aligning himself with Damascus. 
Indeed, he adapted the Amal Movement to the reality of post- 
Taif politics and maintained his control of the parliamentary 
speakership. Second, according to Picard (2000), newly estab- 
lished private Shi’a banks replaced the traditional role of the 
Amal Movement to benefit from the remittances of the Shi'a 
diaspora,’ which effectively increased the movement's depend- 
ence on Syria. Third, Hizbullah was generally more popular 
than the Amal Movement among the Shi’a community, because 
of the Amal Movement’s role during the ‘Camps War’ (when it 
sided with the Syrian army against the Palestinians) as well as 
Hizbullah’s provision of social services and its vanguard role in 
the resistance to Israel in southern Lebanon. Overall, the Amal 
Movement’s increasing political stakes in the post-Taif process 
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and its vulnerable position within the Shi’a community are likely 
to have contributed to its consistent alignment with Syria. 

In contrast, Syria’s relations with Hizbullah passed through 
periods of agreement and conflict. Although the damage to 
their relations in the late 1980s was mended by the Damascus 
Agreement, Hizbullah, initially, was not willing to approve the 
Syrian-supported Taif Agreement for several reasons First, as 
Zisset (2001) pointed out, Hizbullah’s concern was that the Ta if 
Agreement would benefit the Maronites and Sunnis and threaten 
the status that it had gained during the civil war. As the post- 
war process accompanied the game of politics within Lebanon's 
government institutions, the generally low educational level of 
the Shi’as made it difficult to fill the political offices and posi- 
tions allocated to the community with competent members.”° 
Second, the Ta’if Agreement questioned Hizbullah’s very raison 
d’étre by calling for disarmament of Lebanese militias. 

With Syria consolidating its hegemony in Lebanon, especially 
after its alignment with the US-led anti-Iraqi coalition in 1990, 
Hizbullah leaders may have calculated that establishing a close 
alliance with Syria would preserve or increase their power. 
While Hizbullah agreed to disarm in Beirut and Biqa’, two of 
its main strongholds, its armed presence in southern Lebanon 
was accepted because of the continued presence of the Israeli- 
backed SLA in the region. On the other hand, Hizbullah was 
required to coordinate its military activities to serve Syria’s 
regional policy, especially towards Israel, ‘{iln return for Syria’s 
support for its role at the head of the Islamic resistance in 
the south’.”! Syria also needed Hizbullah’s support to stabilize 
Lebanon’s political situation, because of Hizbullah’s incorpor- 
ation of the radicalized Shi’a lower class, as opposed to the Amal 
Movement.’ 

Consequently, Hizbullah’s cooperation with the Syrians was 
clearly manifested in its participation in Lebanon's political pro- 
cess and its concerted military activities in southern Lebanon. 
With regard to the former aspect, Hizbullah’s participation in the 
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1992 Lebanese parliamentary elections enlarged its stakes within 
the political process and marked the beginning of its alignment 
with the Syrian-backed post-Ta if politics, although its political 
power was occasionally contained by the Syrians, especially when 
conflict between Hizbullah and the Amal Movement erupted. 
With regard to the latter aspect, the progress or lack thereof 
in the peace talks between Syria and Israel clearly influenced 
the value and scope of Hizbullah’s military activities. When the 
Israeli government under the Labour Party considered the Asad 
regime as a serious negotiating partner between 1992 and 1996, 
the regime generally kept Hizbullah’s military activities in check. 
However, when Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu neglected 
President Asad by advocating the ‘Lebanon first’ option between 
1996 and 1999, Damascus encouraged Hizbullah’s military 
activities as a means of putting pressure on Netanyahu. 

After the Israeli army pulled out from southern Lebanon in 
May 2000, Hizbullah faced the problem of justifying its exist- 
ence. As Hizbullah’s legitimacy was largely dependent on its 
armed struggle against the Israeli army in the security zone, the 
evacuation might have damaged its power and status. While 
Syria faced the reality of Israel’s unilateral withdrawal, its need 
to have a surrogate force to pressure the Israeli army to withdraw 
from the Golan Heights was not changed. In this context, the 
Syrian and Lebanese authorities soon raised the pretext that the 
Shabaa Farms remained an Israeli-occupied Lebanese territory, 
despite the Israeli recognition of the area as part of the Golan 
Heights. This has made it possible for Hizbullah to act as it had 
previously, with its leadership stating that it would keep fighting 
for the liberation of the Shabaa Farms. 

Hizbullah’s military activities in the Shabaa Farms from the 
fourth quarter of 2000 to the first half of 2001 were connected 
with the second Palestinian intifada. After the 11 September 2001 
terrorist attacks, Hizbullah briefly halted its military activities. 
However, as Syria’s cooperation with the US-led anti-terrorism 
campaign did not lead the United States to put pressure on Israel 
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regarding the Golan Heights, Hizbullah restarted its military 
operations in the Shabaa Farms in October.”? Later, in the context 
of defying the SALSRA and UN Security Council Resolution 
1559, Hizbullah pursued its military activities in the Shabaa 
Farms.” Since then, Syria's military support for Hizbullah has 
been continuously criticized by the international community, 
particularly the United States. 


The Druze and Syria 


When the civil war ended, the most prominent figure in Lebanon’s 
Druze community and the leader of the PSP, Walid Junblat, 
appeared not to have full confidence in the Asad regime. This 
was based on his bitter experiences during the civil war, espe- 
cially after the assassination of his father, allegedly by Syria and/ 
or its Lebanese proxies, and the confrontation between his mili- 
tias and the Syrian army during the Camps War. However, he 
had no choice but to align the Druze community with Damascus 
to ensure its survival and secure his political status. While Syria 
was consolidating its position in Lebanon after the conclusion 
of the Ta if Agreement, he sided with the Syrian regime against 
‘Awn during the Liberation War and later participated in the 
post-Iaif political process. Another factor, the rivalry between 
Junblat and Talal Arslan (a Druze za’tm), may have led Junblat 
to maintain ties with Damascus to prevent it from supporting 
Arslan. At the same time, Syria needed Junblat’s aid in gain- 
ing Druze support for its indirect rule in Lebanon because, as 
Harris (1996) pointed out, of Arslan’s close relations with the 
Maronites,” who generally maintained an unfavourable attitude 
towards the Syrian rule. 

The close relationship between Junblat and the Syrian regime 
was manifested in several ways. One was the Syrian-led gerry- 
mandering of the electoral districts in Mount Lebanon to secure 
the election of Junblat and his allies in the parliamentary elec- 
tions of 1992, 1996 and 2000.”° By joining in the post-Ta’if 
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process, Junblat had held the post of the minister of the displaced 
between 1992 and 1998 and provided housing for many refu- 
gees, a large number of whom were Druzes displaced as a result 
of the fierce ‘Shuf War’. By doing so, Junblat appeared to present 
himself as the only reliable patron of the Druze community, a 
reputation that was also favourable for Damascus. 

After Bashar al-Asad assumed control of Syria’s Lebanese policy 
from Khaddam in 1998, Junblat was ousted from his cabinet pos- 
ition because of his close relationship with Khaddam. Consequently, 
Junblat began to criticize President Lahoud, one of the key Lebanese 
allies of Asad, and the Syrian rule in Lebanon. Although Junblat 
temporarily toned down his criticism, particularly during the cam- 
paign period for the 2000 parliamentary elections in Lebanon, he 
soon became one of the leading figures to question the Syrian pres- 
ence. Junblat, in fact, welcomed the September 2000 statement by 
Maronite Patriarch Sufayr and generally (with occasional conces- 
sions) maintained his anti-Syrian stance until 2005. 


Brief Summary 


Overall, Lebanon’s Muslim sects generally maintained better 
relations with Syria than did the Maronites. Regarding this 
point, it appears possible to conclude that the communal identity 
of each sectarian group determined the framework of its relation- 
ship with Syria. However, as clearly manifested in the cases of 
the Kata’ib Party under ‘pragmatic’ leadership, Prime Minister 
Hariri and Junblat, the leaders’ desire for more power and pro- 
motion of their own interests in some situations overrode their 
communal identity. 


Prime Minister Rafiq al-Hariri and the Asad Regime 
Introduction 


While Syria consolidated its hegemony in Lebanon after the 
end of the civil war, it appears as an exaggeration to argue that 
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Syria fully orchestrated political, economic, social, military and 
diplomatic issues in Lebanon. In fact, although Prime Minister 
Hariri generally took Syrian interests into consideration and 
made concessions in order to carry forward his economic projects 
for Lebanon, he also attempted to use Syrians for his own ends. 
Hariri’s actions and attitudes towards the Syrian regime over the 
political, economic, social, military and diplomatic issues are 
examined in this section. 


Political Aspects 


Before dealing with the political features of the relationship 
between Prime Minister Hariri and the Syrian regime, it is 
necessary to gain an understanding of the background of his nom- 
ination to the premiership. Two political and economic factors, 
both related to the legitimacy of Syrian presence on Lebanese 
soil, were decisive in the formation of his first cabinet. 

First, Hariri’s predecessors, Prime Ministers Karami and 
Rashid al-Sulh, failed to improve Lebanon's desperate economic 
condition caused by the 15-year civil war. Although Karami 
attempted to initiate reconstruction projects for Lebanon, the 
cabinet’s failure to articulate a consistent and clear economic 
policy decreased the confidence of domestic and international 
investors and aid donors, leading to little economic recovery.’” 
The deteriorating economic condition brought about a series 
of general strikes and mass demonstrations during the spring 
of 1992 that culminated in a riot on 6 May and finally led to 
Karami’s resignation on that day.’® Since the riot partly assumed 
the form of cross-sectarian opposition to the Karami cabinet as a 
surrogate of Damascus,” it forced Karami to resign in order to 
prevent further damage of Syrian policy and status in Lebanon.®? 
However, after the subsequent cabinet led by Sulf was formed 
on 13 May 1992 with Syrian ‘guidance’,*' its insistence that the 
Lebanese parliamentary elections be held in the summer of 1992 
as scheduled despite the opposition of some Lebanese, especially 
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the Maronites, prevented the cabinet from gaining the confi- 
dence of foreign investors necessary to boost the economy.*? 

Second, after Patriarch Sufayr criticized the Lebanese—Syrian 
Treaty of Brotherhood, Cooperation and Coordination,®* which 
clearly favoured Syria and placed Lebanon in a rather disadvanta- 
geous position, he called for a boycott of the 1992 parliamentary 
elections until the Syrian army redeployed to the Biqa’ area, 
which was stipulated by the Taif Agreement. Sufayr believed 
that the Syrian presence would obstruct the holding of ‘fair elec- 
tions’ and thus most popular Christian, especially Maronite, 
political leaders indeed boycotted the elections in the summer 
of 1992.54 Consequently, the failure of economic policy under 
the pro-Syrian Karami and Sulh cabinets, as well as the ques- 
tioning of Lebanese electoral legitimacy by Western countries 
because of the Maronite boycott, forced the Asad regime to form 
a popular government that could increase the legitimacy of 
post-election politics in Lebanon. These circumstances relatively 
limited Damascus’ scope of selection regarding the candidates 
for Lebanon’s next premiership, resulting in the selection of 
Hariri, who was anticipated to bring about economic recovery in 
Lebanon because he enjoyed strong domestic and international 
support, especially that of the USA and Europe. 

Hariri, a Sunni billionaire who enjoyed widespread domestic 
and international popularity, had potentially enormous power to 
form and perform government policies at will, one of which could 
have been counteracting the Syrian power in Lebanon. However, 
as Najem (1998) argued, ‘the larger political and military issues 
in Lebanon, including the redeployment of Syrian troops and the 
disarming of [Hizbullah], were to be decided by Syria and its 
Lebanese allies.”*? More importantly, Hariri’s power was to be 
constrained by that of his opponents in his cabinets, mostly pro- 
Syrians, as well as his counterparts in Lebanon’s governing body 
called the ‘troika’, i.e. those assuming the presidency and parlia- 
mentary speakership. On the one hand, President Hirawi was in 
the weakest position among the governing troika because of the 
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institutionally decreased power of the presidency and his isola- 
tion within the Maronite community, most of which refused to 
admit the legitimacy of the Syrian-dominated post-Taif political 
process. On the other hand, the increase in the power of both 
the parliamentary speakership and the parliament, as well as the 
backing of Parliament Speaker Berri by Damascus as a reliable 
figure in Lebanon's Shi’a community, potentially provided him 
with enormous leverage over Hariri. 

The 30 ministers of the first Hariri cabinet, which was 
formed on 31 October 1992,°° included Faris Buwayz (Minister 
of Foreign and Expatriate Affairs), Muhsin Dallul (Minister of 
Defence) and Bishara Murhij (Minister of the Interior), all of 


87 as well as 12 experienced technocrats, 


whom were pro-Syrian, 
most of whom were close allies of Hariri and were appointed 
to address economic issues.°® While Hariri’s sphere of influence 
concerning economic issues was sometimes curtailed (although 
he had theoretically been given free rein in economic affairs), he 
had the means to contain the pro-Syrian figures in the govern- 
ing troika and his cabinet. Hariri had likely calculated that he 
was an indispensable government figure for President Asad, who 
needed to stabilize Lebanon to legitimize Syrian presence in 
the country and thereby attract foreign investment from Saudi 
Arabia and the West. With domestic and international back- 
ing, he used the tactic of either threatening to resign or actually 
resigning in order to make progress in his reconstruction-oriented 
policies. 

While Hariri’s first threat to resign in August 1993 was 
merely due to several ministers’ criticism of his alleged mon- 
opolization of power,®? his second threat to do so in May 1994 
was due to a much more serious matter.”” In that month, Hariri 
attempted to widen Christian representation in his cabinet,”! 
and indeed ‘accused certain ministers of being obstructive and 
of failing to perform their tasks adequately”? After the cab- 
inet reshuffle plan had been blocked by both Hirawi, who 
wanted his own Christian allies in the cabinet, and Berri, who 
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demanded more Shi'a participation and the post of minister of 
finance in the cabinet,?’ Hariri decided to suspend his duties on 
8 May. 

While the actions of these pro-Syrian figures were clearly 
backed by Damascus,”? which especially feared the appoint- 
ment of Christians in the cabinet who opposed Syrian hegemony 
in Lebanon, Hariri’s ‘strike’ caused a serious economic crisis, 
including a drastic fall in the value of the Lebanese pound and 
a rush to buy dollars,”° a situation that Syria could not ignore. 
Having succeeded in making the Asad regime realize how much 
Lebanon’s stability depended on him, Hariri went to Syria on 
14 May 1994,’ where it was reported that the regime assured 
that his opponents would support him and perform their jobs 
ptoperly.® Hariri might have calculated that wider Christian 
representation in his cabinet would enhance the credibility of 
his cabinet among foreign countries and thus contribute towards 
attracting more foreign investment. Even more importantly, 
Hariri’s attempt at cabinet reshuffling was aimed at forcing 
Damascus to pressure its allies to stop their obstruction of his 
policies. In other words, Hariri exploited the idea of broaden- 
ing Christian cabinet representation as a means of advancing 
his plan for economic revival in Lebanon, which was known as 
‘Horizon 2000°”? 

After Hariri returned to office on 16 May 1994,!°° he soon 
found that his aim of implementing the reconstruction plan was 
not accommodated by his political opponents, especially Berri. 
To protest the refusal of the Lebanese parliament to attach the 
Horizon 2000 plan to the 1995 state budget in October 1994 and 
the refusal of Berri to support the plan, Hariri again announced 
his intention to resign on 2 December.'°! While Hariri eagerly 
pursued the timely passage of the reconstruction-related bills in 
parliament, Berri endeavoured to prevent his status as the par- 
liamentary speaker and the role of the parliament from being 
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neglected.’* At the same time pro-Syrian ministers were accus- 


ing Hariri of corruption. 
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Facing Hariri’s threat to resign, Syria became more anxious 
than ever to prevent turmoil in Lebanon, especially as this situ- 
ation coincided with its upcoming US-mediated peace talks with 
Israel.!°4 Thus prompted to intervene to defuse the crisis as well as 
to prevent economic recession in Lebanon, Damascus summoned 
Hariri and Berri, both of whom met with Asad on 5 December 
1994.!° The result of the meeting was a compromise: while ‘the 
link between the Horizon 2000 plan and the 1995 budget was 
to be broken, the draft legislation of some of the most important 
projects, worth over $2 billion, were to be passed by parliament’ 
and ‘other parts of the plan were to be dealt with in the first half 
of 1995’.!°° After the Syrian regime once again promised Hariri 
that it would order his critics (its supporters) to cooperate with 
him,'©’ he decided to stay on as the premier.!8 

It appears that by repeatedly threatening to resign (in August 
1993 and May and December 1994), Hariri forced Damascus 
to recognize his power, as well as his determination to make 
economic progress in Lebanon, and Damascus indeed pressured 
its Lebanese allies to support him. However, Hariri’s attempt 
to reshuffle his cabinet to create a more cooperative one did not 
materialize due to objections from the Syrian regime and its 
Lebanese allies, particularly Berri. As a result, Hariri changed 
his tactics and actually handed in his cabinet’s resignation to 
Hirawi on 19 May 1995, and the resignation was accepted.!? 
By doing so, Hariri aimed to fulfil two objectives: to reshuffle 
the cabinet in his favour and to advance Hirawi’s endeavour 
to amend the Lebanese constitution in order to give himself a 
second presidential term, which Hariri supported.'!° In terms of 
power calculations, Hariri wished to maintain a weaker figure in 
the presidency. 

After Syrian interventions, especially the dispatch of President 
Asad’s son, Bashar, to Beirut,!!! the second Hariri cabinet, which 
consisted of 30 members, was formed on 25 May 1995.'!? He 
had managed to expel two leading opponents in his first cab- 
inet: Franjiya and Michel Samaha.'!? Although the ministerial 
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posts of foreign and expatriate affairs, defence and interior were 
still occupied by pro-Syrian figures, Hariri succeeded in nom- 
inating two of his close associates: Fad] al-Shalak (Minister of 
Post and Telecommunications) and Farid Makari (Minister of 
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Information).'** Hariri also successfully refused Berri’s demand 


for the ministerial post of finance to be occupied by the parlia- 
mentary speaker's close ally and kept the post for himself.!? 

On the other hand, the agreement between Hirawi and 
Hariri that any possible amendment of the Lebanese constitu- 
tion regarding the presidential term would be postponed for 
six months was interpreted as Hariri’s concession to both the 
Asad regime, which feared that disputes over the amendment 
could undermine Lebanon’s internal stability, and Berri, who 
hoped to become a key figure in the process of electing a new 
president.'!© However, the dispute between Hariri and Berri over 
Hirawi’s second term continued to deepen until the autumn of 
1995,!'’ when sufficient Syrian pressure brought the matter to a 
resolution. President Asad’s focus on the peace process between 
Syria and Israel, regarding which he would not tolerate any dis- 
ruption by unpredictable events in Syria and Lebanon, as well 
as his acknowledgement of Hirawi’s loyalty and submission to 


Damascus,!'8 


resulted in the imposition of Syrian ‘pressure’ suf- 
ficient to force the vast majority of Lebanon’s lawmakers (110 of 
128) to endorse the constitutional amendment on 19 October. 
This in effect made it possible to extend Hirawi’s term for three 
years, despite the objection of no small number of the Lebanese.!!? 
Berri’s dependence on Damascus and his desire for a weak figure 
in the presidency, based on the same reason as that of Hariri, 
resulted in his temporary rapprochement with the premier. 
Tensions among the governing troika further deteriorated 
after the parliamentary elections in 1996. After two weeks of 
disagreement, largely between Hariri and Berri, over the dis- 
120 the third Hariri cabinet 


was finally formed on 7 November.!”! After the formation, Berri 


tribution of the next cabinet’s posts, 


complained that Hariri had not only retained the post of the 
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finance minister, but also assumed that of the post and telecom- 
munications minister. However, more important for Berri were 
the facts that instead of one of his allies, the post of the min- 
ister of information was occupied by Basim al-Sabah, a Shi’a with 
close ties to Hariri, and that at least 10 ministers among the 
30 cabinet members were Hariri’s close allies.!?* While Hariri 
might have been forced to include several vocal critics in his cab- 
inet, ie. Franjiya (Minister of Public Health) and Arslan (State 
Minister for Expatriates), his holding of the aforementioned two 
posts showed his strong determination to revive Lebanon as an 
economic centre in the Middle East. 

Although Hariri’s efforts for reconstruction had some positive 
impacts on Lebanon, the public became increasingly concerned 
over such challenges as the massive budget deficit and the 
failure to attract long-term private sector investment, for which 
Hariri’s economic policy, intentionally or unintentionally, had 
been responsible. Hariri attempted to contain public criticism of 
his policy by monopolizing the mass media and imposing heavy 
restrictions against labour unions to prevent strikes and demon- 
strations.'*? However, the level of popular frustration became 
so high in 1998 that the post-Ta’if political process itself began 
to unravel. According to Najem (2000), at this point Damascus 
may have calculated that its strategy of maintaining the Hariri 
cabinet would undermine its legitimacy in Lebanon.!** 

As a result, when Hirawi’s extended presidential term 
approached its expiration in October 1998, Damascus accord- 
ingly chose the commander of the Lebanese army, Lahoud, as his 
successor.!”? This decision was based on Syrian interests in break- 
ing the continuous and long-term discord between Hariri and 
Berri, cleaning up corruption which had been widely criticized by 
the Lebanese public and, needless to say, shifting Lebanon’s pol- 
itical discourse to a more pro-Syrian stance. On 13 October, the 
Lebanese parliament, under Syrian ‘pressure’, amended a clause 
in Article 49 of the Lebanese constitution requiring Grade 1 
civil servants seeking the presidency to have retired from their 
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posts at least two years before their participation in a presiden- 
tial election.!*° Lahoud was then elected on 15 October with the 
support of the 118 members present (of the 128 members) in the 
Lebanese parliament.!?’ 

Although Lahoud’s election was largely determined by the 
Asad regime, it also reflected the desires of a majority of the 
Lebanese. As Najem (2000) pointed out, Lahoud ‘was popular 
with the Maronite community and also enjoyed considerable 
support across sectarian lines, because ‘he had a strong repu- 
tation for being honest and was widely perceived as being 
incorruptible’.!?8 In fact, a prominent, exiled anti-Syrian leader 
at that time, former President Jumayyil, even stated his support 
for Lahoud.!?? 

After Lahoud’s election, Hariri was concerned over the power 
balance vis-a-vis the new president and initially expressed his 
refusal to head a new cabinet,!*° an act that, as Leenders (1998) 
pointed out, was seen as a tactic ‘to strengthen his position in 
further bargaining [with Damascus and its Lebanese allies} over 
the distribution of ministerial posts’.’*! However, Hariri appears 
to have miscalculated the impact of Lebanon’s stalled economy, 
the strength of Lebanese public criticism of his alleged corrup- 
tion and the antagonism within the governing troika related to 
his presence, all of which convinced the Syrian leadership that 
he was no longer indispensable to the stabilization of Lebanon. 
Furthermore, in 1998, Bashar al-Asad began to take over con- 
trol of Lebanese affairs from Vice President Khaddam, a key 
ally of Hariri, and develop ties with Lahoud.!” In short, Hariri’s 
already soured relations with pro-Syrian Lebanese figures, espe- 
cially Berri, the Syrian realization that his role as Lebanon’s 
premier was no longer essential and the internal political changes 
in the Syrian regime paved the way towards his resignation in 
December 1998. 

In a short while, a new cabinet was formed on 4 December 
1998.'33 However, as Prime Minister Huss’s attempts to bring 
about economic recovery in Lebanon by drawing on his experience 
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as a competent technocrat failed, his policy soon began to be 
criticized.194 

Under these circumstances, at the instigation of Damascus, 
President Lahoud met Hariri in August 1999, who still carried too 
much personal weight to be excluded.’” It appears that Lahoud’s 
demand for Hariri to cooperate in domestic economic affairs 
reflected Asad’s concern that the continued split between the 
Lebanese government and Hariri-led business group would further 
depress the Lebanese economy, leading to increased questioning 
regarding Syrian presence and legitimacy in the country. However, 
Lahoud’s attempt to win Hariri’s cooperation failed,!’° and Hariri 
continued to be active both domestically and internationally, which 
became the foundation of his return to the premiership.!*” 

Besides the enormous success of candidates aligned with 
Hariri in the 2000 parliamentary elections, several other factors 
convinced Damascus of the need to reinstate him. First, the elec- 
tion results indicated a decreased Lebanese support for the Huss 
cabinet because of his inability to deal effectively with the stalled 
economic situation. Second, despite Hariri’s enormous spending, 
which had left Lebanon heavily in debt, the Syrian regime may 
have calculated that the international confidence that he contin- 
ued to enjoy would allow him to draw the international aid and 
investment necessary for Lebanon’s economic revival. Third, the 
risk of bringing Hariri back into the governing troika had been 
considerably reduced because of a change in the power balance. 
Because Lahoud had consolidated his power more strongly than 
had his predecessor, President Bashar al-Asad might have calcu- 
lated that Hariri would not be able to exercise the same degree 
of influence as he had done before. 

Among the 30 members of the fourth Hariri cabinet, which was 
formed on 26 October 2000,'*8 were eight ministers considered 
his allies. These included Fouad al-Siniora (Minister of Finance), 
Basil Fulayhan (Minister of Economy and Trade), Abd al-Rahim 
Murad (Minister of Education and Higher Education), Ghazi 
al-’Aridi (Minister of Information) and Samir al-Jisr (Minister of 
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Justice).'*? In contrast, only three ministers were staunch allies of 
Damascus: Franjiya (Minister of Health), Najib Migati (Minister 
of Public Works and Transport) and Karam Karam (Minister of 
Tourism).!4° However, Hariri’s demand for full control over the 
economy-related ministerial posts and complete freedom in 
implementing his economic policy was not granted, forcing 
him to make several compromises with Lahoud and Berri. On 
the one hand, Jean Qurdahi (Minister of Telecom munications) 
was a close ally of Lahoud.'4! On the other hand, As'ad Diyab 
(Minister of Social Affairs), Muhammad ‘Abd al-Hamid Baydun 
(Minister of Energy and Water) and ‘Ali al-’Abd Allah (Minister 
of Agriculture) were close allies of Berri, and these posts were 
important for the Amal Movement in maintaining its patronage 
network in the Biga’ area and southern Lebanon.'“? 

In spite of Hariri’s ‘forced’ concessions to Lahoud and Berri 
regarding the economy-related ministerial posts, his cabinet’s 
policy statement in November 2000 did not include a demand 
for redeployment of the Syrian army and defended the Syrian 
presence by describing it as temporarily necessary,'*? although 
Maronite Patriarch Sufayr had begun to make strong demands 
for the deployment. Hariri’s attitude was based on the fact that 
he largely owed his nomination to the premiership to Lahoud, 
and his assumption ‘that the Syrian leadership would support 
his efforts towards administrative reform and his plan for sal- 
vaging a deteriorating financial position’.'4* Later, when ‘Awn’s 
followers organized a political rally to protest the Syrian pres- 
ence and commemorate their leader’s 1989 Liberation War on 14 
March 2001, the Lebanese government permitted only a sit-in 
and ordered its army to prevent demonstrations outside Syrian 
army centres in Beirut.'® Also, Hariri reiterated that the Syrian 
presence was currently necessary,'“° a statement that was likely 
due to his fear that the situation might escalate out of control 
and further destabilize Lebanon. In return, Hariri managed to 
receive Lahoud’s support, and probably that of Damascus, for 
budget cuts for the Lebanese army.'“” 
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Although Hariri had condemned their arrests in August 2001, 
when Lahoud, taking advantage of Hariri’s visit to Pakistan, 
ordered Lebanon’s security forces to crack down on supporters of 
the LF and ’Awn, leading to the detention of about 140 people,!“* 
he was forced to cooperate with Lahoud to make progress on his 
economic recovery plan, since it had been severely hampered by 
the arrests. Eventually, in March 2002, Hariri laid the blame for 
the lack of progress regarding his reconstruction efforts on the 
largely anti-Syrian Christian community in Lebanon.'”? By thus 
distancing himself from the anti-Syrian current, Hariri may have 
been expecting cooperation from Asad at the upcoming Arab 
League summit in Beirut. 

As a result, despite Syrian concerns that the Beirut summit 
would be preoccupied with the “Abdullah Proposal’,?° which 
inevitably could weaken its role in the Arab—Israel peace process, 
the summit was held and Hariri managed to obtain financial 
assistance from Saudi Arabia.”! 

However, Hariri’s rivals in the governing troika and his oppo- 
nents in the cabinet, directly or indirectly, continued to obstruct 
his reconstruction efforts, although he theoretically had a free 
hand in Lebanon’s economic affairs. Under these disadvantageous 
conditions, Hariri could have threatened to resign or have actu- 
ally resigned, as he had done before, with an aim of pressuring 
Damascus to force its Lebanese allies to support him. However, 
using either tactic became impractical for him after 2000. First, 
although Hariri still enjoyed international and domestic support, 
the expectation that he would bring about a ‘miraculous’ eco- 
nomic recovery had been dashed inside and outside Lebanon. 
Second, the Syrian regime’s perception of Hariri’s indispensability 
to the stabilization of Lebanon had changed. Asad did not have 
good relations with Hariri because of the premier’s close connec- 
tions with Khaddam, who was gradually sidelined in the Syrian 
regime after Asad’s consolidation of power in 2000. Moreover, as 
Blanford (2006) reported, the Syrian regime attempted to oust 
Hariri in 2002 with the aim of installing in his position ‘Prince 
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Walid bin Talal, a half-Saudi, half-Lebanese business tycoon, 
described as the world’s sixth-richest man’.’? 

After the ‘Paris II Conference’ of 22 November 2002, at which 
donor states discussed the means of assisting Lebanon,|”? Hariri’s 
efforts to privatize the telecommunication and electricity sectors 
made little progress, because Minister of Telecommunications 
Qurdahi (a close ally of Lahoud) and Minister of Energy and 
Water Baydun (a close ally of Berri) played key roles in stalling 
the privatization process.!°4 Asa result, Lebanon was criticized in 
late summer 2003 by the World Bank and the European Union 
and in early 2004 by French President Chirac, who had largely 
contributed to the holding of the conference, over the lack of pro- 
gress regarding privatization.” 

As the United States was preparing for a military operation in 
Iraq in early 2003, its relations with Syria became tense and even 
after the end of the operation, the US neoconservatives main- 
tained hostile attitudes towards the Asad regime. Accordingly, 
Syria’s alleged facilitation of militants in Iraq and its presence in 
Lebanon were seen as problems by the US administration. In this 
regional context, the Asad regime initiated a cabinet reshuffle 
which gave birth to an increasingly pro-Syrian cabinet excluding 
anti-Syrian Christian figures. In fact, the fifth Hariri cabinet, 
which was established on 17 April 2003 and had 30 ministers, 
included ’Asim Qansu (Minister of State), leader of the Lebanese 
branch of the Ba’th Party; As’ad Hardan (Minister of Labour), 
leader of the Syrian Social Nationalist Party; and Pakraduni 
(Minister of State for Administrative Reform), leader of the 
Kata’ib Party.>° While Minister of Finance Siniora maintained 
his position, Minister of Telecommunications Qurdahi did so, 
and Minister of Energy and Water Resources Ayyub Humayd was 


7 Tn other words, Lebanon’s 


a member of the Amal Movement. 
telecom and resource sectors, the targets of Hariri’s efforts at 
privatization, remained under the control of the figures close to 
Lahoud or Berri. According to Blanford (2006), ‘{Hariri} and his 


allies understood that the composition of the government not 
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only strengthened Damascus’s control over Lebanon at a time of 
heightened international pressure, but it also imposed further 
restraints on Hariri’s ability to push his policies.® 

Damascus’s influence on the cabinet formation and the inter- 
national ‘unfavourable wind’ faced by the Asad regime led Hariri 
to begin efforts to counterbalance the Syrians. As expected, the 
allies of Lahoud and Berri in the cabinet obstructed Hariri’s 
efforts to stimulate economic recovery through privatization in 
Lebanon, which resulted in the halting of the cabinet’s regular 
meetings from May to June 2003. As a consequence, Hariri 
did not initially support the amendment of the Lebanese con- 
stitution to renew Lahoud’s presidential term, which was to 
expire in November 2004.!©° However, Asad’s strong support of 
Lahoud remained unchanged, and Damascus allegedly hatched 
a plot to oust Hariri! Additionally, at the end of 2003, Hariri 
was criticized by Syrian officials including Asad for ‘conspiring’ 
with the US and French authorities.!°* Although the Syrian alle- 
gation was based on Hariri’s secret contact with a senior US 
State Department official in Beirut,!® his close connection with 
Chirac might have also contributed to the Syrian suspicion. 

At the beginning of 2004, Lahoud continued to object to the 
privatization of Lebanon's telecom sector, a priority of Hariri,!® 
and thus the promise of Paris II remained unfulfilled. Irritated 
by Lahoud, Hariri ‘quietly pressed Western governments to pres- 
sure Asad into giving him a freer hand in managing economic 
policy’.!©° However, it appears that Asad did not pressure Lahoud 
to cooperate with Hariri regarding the economic issue, thus pre- 
serving their animosity within the governing troika. 

Despite Hariri’s balancing against Damascus and his objec- 
tion to the extension of Lahoud’s presidential term because of 
their mutual animosity that was largely due to the president’s 
obstruction of his reform policies, his cabinet and parliamentary 
bloc finally endorsed the legal process regarding the extension 


4 167 


from late August to early September 200 The vote for an 


extension of Lahoud’s mandate in the parliamentary session on 
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3 September occurred within the context of allegedly strong pres- 
sure from the Syrian regime and Western opposition, especially 
from the United States and France. In fact, UN Security Council 
Resolution 1559, which was passed on 2 September, called for, 
at that time in particular, the halting of Damascus’s interven- 
tion in Lebanon’s presidential issue. Hariri’s alignment with the 
Syrian regime over this issue was due not only to the exertion of 
its pressure, but also its assurance that it would restrain Lahoud 
in the formation of a new cabinet after 3 September.'°* However, 
the Syrian pledge did not materialize and resulted in Hariri’s res- 
ignation in late October. 

Even after the resignation, Hariri maintained his distance 
from the Bristol Gathering, whose first meeting was held on 
22 September 2004 with the main participants of the PSP, 
the Qurnat Shahwan Gathering and the Democratic Renewal 
Movement, and which took a strong anti-Syrian stance! 
Hariri’s attitude appears to have resulted from his recognition 
of the need to form a broad coalition in order to win the forth- 
coming Lebanese parliamentary elections scheduled for May 
2005. According to Blanford (2006), Hariri understood that ‘if he 
proceeded too fast in embracing {the Qurnat Shawan Gathering] 
and other Christian groups sympathetic to Resolution 1559, he 
could lose the support of his Sunni constituency and hamper his 
attempts to bring on board the {Shi’as}’.!”° 

However, after Hariri’s assassination on 14 February 2005, the 
majority of the Lebanese Sunnis condemned the alleged Syrian 
involvement, an allegation that the Asad regime has categorically 
denied, and soon formed an anti-Syrian coalition (later referred 
to as the March 14 Coalition) with members of the PSP and 
the Qurnat Shahwan Gathering and other key Christian figures. 
Under mounting anti-Syrian current in Lebanon, Syria finally 
withdrew its military and intelligence forces completely on 
26 April,!’! thus ending the era of its dominance in Lebanon. 

In sum, Hariri had a strong commitment to overseeing the 


reconstruction of many war-torn neighbourhoods and regions 
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of the country. Initially, with strong Lebanese and international 
support, Hariri had attempted to force Damascus to control his 
rivals in the governing troika, i.e. pro-Syrian Hirawi and Berri, 
and pro-Syrian ministers in his cabinet, because their cooper- 
ation was necessary for him to carry forward the Horizon 2000 
plan. However, after the millennium, Hariri’s level of indispens- 
ability to the Asad regime decreased, as did Lebanese enthusiasm 
for him. This led Hariri to refrain from challenging the Syrians 
until the US invasion of Iraq in 2003. Despite occasionally bal- 
ancing against the Syrian regime after 2003, Hariri ultimately 
aligned himself with it over the extension of Lahoud’s presiden- 
tial mandate, for which he anticipated support for his formation 
of a new cabinet necessary to implement his economic policy. 


Economic Aspects 


As the Lebanese Civil War had largely destroyed the nation’s 
infrastructure, Prime Minister Hariri, who had a strongly 
reconstruction-oriented mindset, prioritized the activities of 
Lebanon's construction sector. In order to achieve a smooth 
implementation of his economic policy, Hariri was required to 
consider the economic interests of not only his political rivals, 
but also Syrians, as by doing so he could gain the cooperation 
of his domestic opponents, most of whom were pro-Syrian. On 
the other hand, Lebanon benefited economically from further 
‘positive’ aspects of its relations with Syria, including Syrian 
workers’ presence in Lebanon, which was necessary for its recon- 
struction, and operations of Lebanese banks on Syrian soil, which 
had the potential to support the development of Lebanon’s bank- 
ing sector, a priority of Hariri. These Lebanese—Syrian economic 
relations, which largely contributed to Hariri’s alignment with 
the Syrian regime, are examined here in detail. 

First, many Syrian companies as well as Lebanese companies 
of Syrian origin became involved in Lebanon's reconstruction 
projects after the end of the civil war. For example, Shukri 
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al-Shammas, originating from Homs, was involved in the con- 
struction of the village of Rabiyya in the suburb of Beirut, and 
al-Sharika al-Khumasiyya, a Syrian company, made large-scale 
investments in Lebanon's real estate sector.'’? While Abdul 
Rahman Huriyya, a contractor of Syrian origin, built most of the 
roads in Lebanon,!’? Hariri’s political consideration towards the 
Syrian regime clearly manifested in a contract to build a coastal 
road from Beirut to southern Lebanon. One stretch of the road 
was to be built by Ittihad Contracting, a Lebanese company 
owned by Parliament Speaker Berri’s wife Randa; and Mount 
Qassiun, a Syrian company controlled by Syrian Vice President 
Khaddam.' The remaining stretch was to be built by a Lebanese 
firm, Geneco, owned by Hariri’s brother Shafig.'”” The creation 
of such ‘partnerships’ between Lebanese and Syrian companies 
resulted from Hariri’s consideration of not only the interests 
of his pro-Syrian political rivals, but also those of Syrians. In 
general, Hariri’s primary aim by giving shares to Lebaese com- 
panies of Syrian origin and to Syrian companies was to secure the 
support of his rivals for the Horizon 2000 plan. 

While Lebanon’s reconstruction process needed and attracted 
Syrian workers, their actual number has remained a topic of 
great debate, as many flooded into the country immediately 
after the end of the civil war. While the Syrian—Lebanese Higher 
Council estimated the figure at 253,000,!”° the Lebanese news- 
paper a/-Nahar reported in October 1994 that the Lebanese 
General Security Directorate had placed the number at 900,000 
at least.!’? When these figures are considered along with other 
estimates, it appears that anti-Syrians in Lebanon have tended 
to overestimate the number to emphasize the ‘occupation’ of its 
labour market by Syrians, while pro-Syrians in Lebanon have 
tended to play down the number to lessen Lebanese criticism of 
the workers’ presence. 

The presence of Syrian workers in Lebanon has yielded sev- 
eral significant benefits for Syria, including a decrease in the 
unemployment rate and the collection of billions of dollars in 
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remittances every year from Lebanon, the largest or second lar- 
gest source of remittances for Syria. In contrast, the presence has 
yielded both benefits and drawbacks for Lebanon. On the one 
hand, Lebanon’s business circle has enjoyed a supply of unskilled 
labourers willing to work at menial jobs generally scorned by 
the Lebanese for extremely low wages by native standards.!’® 
Furthermore, the Lebanese government has also benefited, as 
did Hariri, who shared the interests of the business community 
and considered Syrian workers’ presence important for Lebanon’s 
reconstruction. On the other hand, their presence has undoubt- 
edly raised the unemployment rate in Lebanon and provided the 
Syrian regime with a pretext for intervention on behalf of the 
workers. Despite these drawbacks, the Lebanese government has 
not formally regulated the presence of Syrian workers because of 
the economic benefits for Lebanon. 

Regarding Lebanese banks’ operations in Syria, although the 
implementation of Syrian Law No. 10 in May 1991 aimed at 
stoking rapid economic growth by facilitating investment in 
Syria, it is necessary to note that potential investors were chal- 
lenged by a lack of foreign banks with branches in Syria. This 
could have been an opportunity for Lebanon’s well-respected 
banks; however, the state-owned Commercial Bank of Syria had 
been the only commercial bank authorized by the government to 
operate in the country until April 2000, when the Syrian regime 
finally passed a decree allowing international banks with at least 
US$11 million in equity to establish branches in the free zones.!”? 

In December 2000, four Lebanese banks, i.e. Banque du 
Liban et d’Outre Mer, Banque Europeenne pour le Moyen— 
Orient, Fransabank and Societe Generale Europeenne—Libano de 
Banque, were granted licences to operate in Syria's free zones.'®° 
Granting such permission appears to have been influenced by 
the fact that Syrian citizens had long been using Lebanese banks, 
which had good knowledge of the Syrian market. In addition, 
the Lebanese government anticipated that once private banks 
were permitted to establish branches in Syria, as announced by 


132 SYRIA AND LEBANON 


the Ba'th Party Regional Command in late December 2000, 
Lebanese banks would contribute to the development of the pri- 


18! As their expertise and proximity 


vate banking system in Syria. 
could appeal to international banks preparing for investment in 
Syria, Lebanese banks had the potential to increase the status 
of their country in the global financial community. Regarding 
this point, Najem (2000) emphasized that Hariri was struggling 
‘to return Beirut to its former role as the financial centre of the 
Middle East’!*? 

In sum, while remaining mindful of Syria’s economic stakes in 
Lebanon in order to gain support of Damascus’s Lebanese allies, 
Hariri progressed with his reconstruction efforts for Lebanon. 
The presence of Syrian workers in Lebanon and the operations 
of Lebanese banks in Syria, which have arguably benefited both 
countries in several respects, reflected the interests of Lebanon's 
business community that supported and had close connections 
with Hariri. These factors arguably increased his motivation to 
align himself with the Syrian regime. 


Social Aspects 


With the explicit or tacit understanding of Damascus, several 
restrictions were imposed on social freedoms in Lebanon on 
the pretext of maintaining its stability, a matter on which both 
the Lebanese and Syrian authorities placed priority. From this 
viewpoint, Lebanon’s labour movement and the mass media are 
focused on here. 

The general strike on 9 May 1992, which was called for 
by the General Labour Confederation (GLC) under the rather 
worsened economic situation in Lebanon, ultimately led Prime 
Minister Karami to resign (although bringing down the cabinet 
had not been the objective of the GLC leadership).'** Since the 
anti-government protests were, as Najem (2000) pointed out, 
‘seen by many not just as a response to poor economic man- 
agement {under Karami}, but as a popular rebellion against the 
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government in particular and the Syrian-dominated political 
order in general’,'§4 and since the subsequent Prime Minister 
Sulh also failed to halt the deteriorating situation of the Lebanese 
economy, President Asad may have felt the legitimacy of Syrian 
presence in Lebanon was further threatened. Under these 
circumstances, Prime Minister Hariri, Sulh’s successor, contin- 
ued to place priority on Lebanon’s economic recovery, with a clear 
interest in preventing the labour movement from spreading and 
intensifying. As Syria had the dual goals of stabilizing Lebanon 
and containing criticism against its presence, both the Lebanese 
and Syrian authorities were motivated to engage in cooperation, 
which manifested in various forms. 

First, the post of Lebanon’s minister of labour had been occu- 
pied by pro-Syrian figures,'® and Hariri appears to have been 
‘pressured’ by the Syrian regime to install these figures in the 
post so as to prevent labour protests from escalating into anti- 
Syrian demonstrations. By doing so, Hariri not only furthered 
Syria’s desire for social order, but also his own for economic pro- 
gress in Lebanon. 

In addition, the Asad regime interfered to restrict Lebanon's 
labour movement itself in a more direct manner. When the 
GLC called off a general strike planned for December 1993 after 
the formation of a Syrian-backed deal with the Lebanese gov- 
ernment, many Lebanese believed that the Syrian leadership, 
particularly Vice-President Khaddam, had played an important 
role in reaching the compromise with the aim of averting the 
strike.!®° It is reasonable to conclude, considering the close rela- 
tionship between Khaddam and Hariri and his priority given to 
Lebanon’s social order necessary for its rapid economic recovery, 
that the premier tacitly supported the Syrian role. Later, when 
the GLC called for a general strike in July 1995 to force the 
Lebanese government to remove the gasoline surcharge,'®’ 
Hariri immediately banned all demonstrations and ordered the 
army and Internal Security Forces to enforce the ban.!** This 
ban was clearly supported by the Syrians, as they had granted 
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permission for the use of their security apparatus to Hariri, and 
thus Lebanese soldiers and policemen gained support from the 
Syrian army and were deployed in Beirut and other cities to crack 
down on protests.'8? 

Faced with continuing confrontation between the Lebanese 
government and the GLC, Hariri and Parliament Speaker 
Berri in particular concluded that the leader, Ilyas Abu Rizq, 
should be replaced by a more cooperative figure.!?° As a result, 
a government-supported campaign to defeat Rizq in the GLC 
elections of April 1997 began with pro-Syrian Minister of 


Labour Hardan playing a leading role.'?! 


Berri also played an 
important role, as the recently licensed federations loyal to him 
had greatly contributed to the election of a pro-regime candidate, 
Ghanim Zughbi, in the second round of the elections.'?* When 
Rizq contested the electoral result,'?? according to Baroudi 
(1998), a large number of security officers attempted to prevent 
his supporters from entering GLC buildings.'* Although the 
Asad regime was not directly involved in this case, it appears the 
regime’s, as well as Hariri’s, shared primary goal of containing 
social unrest in Lebanon was secured through its active allies 
such as Hardan and Berri. 

As a result, it can be concluded that the Syrian regime gen- 
erally sided with the Lebanese government on the basis of a 
common interest in maintaining social order and stability in 
Lebanon, which led Hariri generally to cooperate with and some- 
times rely on the regime during his initial period as the premier. 
However, these relations later changed when the Lebanese gov- 
ernment appeared to no longer need Syrian support after the 
GLC became ‘moderate’ despite Rizq’s regaining of the top pos- 
ition in July 1998.'” In fact, when the GLC held a general strike 
in May 2004, the Syrian army stationed in Lebanon appeared to 
do nothing.!*° 

Regarding restrictions on the mass media in Lebanon, as 
Mallat (2000) pointed out, the country ‘has long prided itself on 


its respect for free expression’.!°’ However, as Hariri gave priority 
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to economic recovery in Lebanon, and as the legitimacy of Syria’s 
dominant position in the subordinate state largely relied on his 
government's efficiency, the premier and the Syrian leadership 
had a common interest in containing criticism of the Lebanese 
government in the name of maintaining Lebanon’s social order. 
Although Damascus appears not to have been directly involved 
in issues concerning free expression in Lebanon, it is likely that 
considering the common interest, the Hariri cabinet’s restrictions 
on the freedoms of Lebanon’s mass media were tacitly supported 
by the Syrian regime. 

Such instances of Lebanese and Syrian collaboration appeared 
in 1994 and 1996. In 1994, it manifested in the Lebanese 
government’s attempt to introduce tough penalties on journal- 
ists and newspapers.'?° However, angry protests from journalists 
and parliamentary deputies in Lebanon forced the government 
to retreat and tone down the proposed penalties.’? In 1996, 
Lebanese and Syrian collaboration manifested once again when 
‘the {Lebanese} government pronounced that only four televi- 
sion and eight radio stations (other than [official] Télé-Liban and 
Radio Liban) could use Lebanon’s airwaves. It then licensed only 
those stations in which leading members of the political estab- 
lishment had financial interests.'7°° The four licensed television 
stations were Future Television (Future TV), owned by Hariri; 
the National Broadcasting Network (NBN), owned by Berri; 
the Lebanese Broadcasting Corporation International (LBCI), 
with ties to President Hirawi; and Murr Television (MTV), with 
ties to Interior Minister (also Deputy Prime Minister) Michel 
al-Murr.?"! As the initial permission enabling Hizbullah to operate 


d,?°" it accused the gov- 


its Manar Television was soon cancelle 
ernment of dividing the spoils of the stations.?°? This change in 
the treatment of Hizbullah appeared to reflect the government's 
concern over the mass ‘religious radicalization’ of the Lebanese, 
which it appeared to share with the Syrian regime. While Hariri 
was required to bargain with his pro-Syrian political rivals, he 


secured a licence to operate Future TV, his own station. 
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In sum, Hariri had imposed restrictions on Lebanon’s labour 
movement and the mass media, with either the explicit or 
implicit support of the Syrian regime. Although these constraints 
damaged Lebanon’s status as a ‘democratic state’, they benefitted 
not only the Syrians, but also Hariri himself, as they had a shared 
interest in stabilizing the Lebanese state. 


Military and Diplomatic Aspects 


Although Lebanese sovereignty was restricted under Syria’s 
indirect rule, Prime Minister Hariri wished to limit the military 
activities of Syrian-backed Hizbullah in southern Lebanon and 
proceed with the Middle East peace process in order to achieve 
his primary aim of acquiring international aid and investment 
necessary for economic recovery in Lebanon. However, Syria was 
interested in maintaining conflict in the south, specifically for 
the recovery of the Golan Heights. As a result, Hariri and the 
Syrian regime had clear differences over Hizbullah’s militancy, 
which particularly manifested when Israel launched massive 
military operations against Lebanon and when Hariri strug- 
gled to obtain international donors’ confidence. Their differences 
were also apparent over the peace process, in particular over the 
‘Lebanon first’ option and the ‘Abdullah Proposal.?°4 This sub- 
section thus discusses these issues in detail, focusing on their 
impact on Hariri’s reconstruction efforts. 

Regarding Hizbullah’s military activities in southern Lebanon, 
the organization initiated a conflict with the Israeli army in the 
security zone in November 1991 after a lull in violence lasting 
two years in the region on account of its fierce battle with the 
Amal Movement.?” Consequently, the value of the security zone 
decreased for Israel because its proxy, ie. the SLA, for which it 
had recruited by a combination of material incentives and con- 
scription, had little motivation to fight against Hizbullah.?°° 
Israel’s response was carried out north of the zone with the aims 
of decreasing the capability of Hizbullah fighters and warning 
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207 However, since 


Lebanese villagers not to support the group. 
Hizbullah members were mainly from southern villages and local 
support towards the group was strong due to its providing relief 
and rebuilding destroyed houses, Hizbullah militias managed to 
reach villages north of the zone and attack the Israeli army.?°° 

When the Israeli army assassinated the then Secretary General 
of Hizbullah, “Abbas Musawi, and his family in February 1992, 
Hizbullah reacted with rocket strikes into the security zone and 
northern Israel.7°? The continuous exchange of fire between 
Hizbullah and Israeli forces, and the additional Israeli deploy- 
ment in the security zone raised the possibility of the army’s 
full-scale invasion of Lebanon. Under these circumstances and 
facing pressure from Syria, Iran and Lebanon, Hizbullah pledged 
not to attack targets inside Israel and to confine itself to those in 
the security zone.7!° 

After another lull in violence in the summer of 1992, conflict 
between Hizbullah and the Israeli army resurfaced, ultimately 
culminating in the summer of 1993. After Hizbullah con- 
tinuously shelled northern Israel with rockets, Israel launched 
Operation Accountability, a large-scale military operation, on 25 
July to test the Lebanese government's will.?!! The Israeli gov- 
ernment hoped that complete disruption of Lebanon's civilian 
life caused by the heavy attack on southern Lebanon would gen- 
erate enough pressure on the Lebanese and, by extension, the 
Syrian regime to curb Hizbullah activities. 

However, instead of bowing to the Israeli pressure, the 
Lebanese government pursued several tactical policies. First, 
Hariri made diplomatic efforts, mainly in Europe, to end the 
conflict. Harik (1997) attributed the Hariri efforts to the fact 
that ‘the United States persuaded Lebanon not to bring the issue 
to the Security Council, arguing that a bitter debate might preju- 
dice Secretary of State Warren Christopher's forthcoming visit to 
the Middle East to try to restart the stalled peace negotiations’.?!? 
Second, the Lebanese government launched a programme to 


assist the displaced who had escaped from southern Lebanon.” 
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Third, while the Lebanese government did not try to restrict 
Hizbullah’s military operations, it prohibited any demonstration 
showing solidarity with Hizbullah.7"4 

Meanwhile, Syrian President Asad hoped for US mediation 
in stalled Israeli—Syrian negotiations at that time. Consequently, 
although Syria’s military positions in Lebanon were attacked by 
the Israeli army, Asad not only maintained restraint, but also 
‘pressured {Hizbullah} into ending the rocket attacks on Israel, 
forced it to withdraw its heavy weapons and rockets to the 
{Biqa’} and cut off further supplies of rockets from Iran’.?” In the 
ceasefire brokered by the United States with Syrian cooperation 
that Israel ultimately accepted on 31 July 1993, Israel agreed 
to refrain from attacking civilian targets north of the security 
zone while Hizbullah pledged to focus its activities on the zone, 
and a token number of Lebanese troops were to be deployed in 
southern Lebanon.”!° As the agreement gave Hariri some hope 
of being able to facilitate his reconstruction efforts by recovering, 
albeit nominally, Lebanese sovereignty over the south, he was 
probably satisfied with it. 

However, Hariri’s hope soon evaporated with the Lebanese 
army remaining inactive and stationed away from the security 
zone because of Damascus’s demands for reductions in the size 
and role of the army. 7!’ This situation enabled Syria either to 
promote or to deactivate Hizbullah’s military activities to suit its 
strategy and demonstrate to Israel that its security depended on 
its striking a peace accord with Syria. 

For three years following the conclusion of Operation 
Accountability in July 1993, Hizbullah’s military activities were 
generally confined to the security zone of southern Lebanon, 
because the Israeli government under the Labour Party focused 
on Syria’s primary interest, i.e. recovery of the Golan Heights, 
in the Israeli-Syrian peace negotiations. However, a major 
breakthrough was not brought about, and tensions in southern 
Lebanon, which had been increasing since March 1996, finally 


led Israel to launch Operation Grapes of Wrath on 11 April.?! 
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As Trendle (1996) analysed, Israel’s massive assaults from land, 
sea and air on suspected Hizbullah targets in southern Lebanon 
and Beirut aimed at not only pressuring the Lebanese gov- 
ernment into curbing Hizbullah, but also damaging investor 
confidence in Lebanon’s stability and thus derailing its recon- 
struction process.?? 

The launch of Operation Grapes of Wrath posed a dilemma 
for Hariri, forcing him to choose between supporting Syrian- 
backed Hizbullah and pursing his current priority of economic 
revival in Lebanon. While Hariri remained active in securing 
international support to settle the conflict,?”° he firmly expressed 
solidarity with Hizbullah.?7! On the other hand, President Hirawi 
contacted the United Nations General Assembly with a demand 
to hold a special session.””” Their actions were likely undertaken 
with Damascus’s permission, as they had been in close contact 
with Asad since the outbreak of the Israeli operation.?7° 

While the Lebanese government remained active on the inter- 
national scene, which was backed by considerable cross-sectarian 
solidarity with Hizbullah in the country,?~4 an Israeli attack on 
the UN base at Qana on 18 April 1996 marked a turning point in 
Lebanon’s diplomatic manoeuvrability. After the Qana massacre, 
the United States recognized that to secure a ceasefire between 
Hizbullah and Israel required it to negotiate with Syria.” As a 
result, Asad, who only a month earlier had been isolated at the 
Sharm el-Sheikh anti-terrorism summit in Egypt, was provided 
with an opportunity to re-enter the centre stage of international 
diplomatic efforts to settle the conflict.??° US Secretary of State 
Christopher was, by negotiating the ceasefire issue with Asad 
and without directly negotiating with Hariri,??’ 
ing that the United States had sidelined Lebanon. 

However, Hariri appears to have viewed the outcome of 


clearly convey- 


the negotiations as reasonable, although French calls for the 
implementation of UN Security Council Resolution 425 were 
rejected.”*8 The reaffirmation of the 1993 agreement was rela- 
tively advantageous to Hariri, as it confined Hizbullah’s military 
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activities to the security zone in southern Lebanon and, more 
importantly, granted Lebanon equal status as a member of the 
ceasefire monitoring committee, which included representatives 
of the United States, France, Syria and Israel.??? Lebanon's pos- 
ition of equality on the committee could be interpreted as a result 
of Hariri’s close relations with French President Chirac, which 
largely contributed to the recovery of Lebanon’s status after it 
had been somewhat damaged by the US refusal to engage in 
direct negotiations with Lebanon. 

Israel’s retention of the Shabaa Farms even after the army’s 
withdrawal from almost all parts of southern Lebanon on 
24 May 2000 has given Hizbullah a pretext to retain its arms, 
which became a foremost concern for Hariri in terms of his pri- 
ority given to economic revival in Lebanon. Hariri had little 
sympathy for Hizbullah’s military operations, and his prediction 
that the exchange of fire between the Israeli army and Hizbullah 
fighters might undermine Lebanon’s economic confidence was 
indeed realized. For example, Hizbullah’s military operations in 
February 2001 came one day after Hariri reassured the attend- 
ees of the international donors’ conference for Lebanon in Paris 
(the ‘Paris I Conference’) that Lebanon was now safe for invest- 
ment and would not initiate any actions that would destabilize 
the region.*°° Anticipating Syrian containment of Hizbullah’s 
military activities, he made a statement in March defending the 
dominant position in Lebanon.*?! However, Hizbullah launched 
another deadly attack in April, and the United States withheld 
$20 million of economic aid to Lebanon on the basis of its argu- 
ment that Lebanon had refused to deploy its army to southern 
Lebanon to prevent the attack.?* 

In parallel with dealing directly with Hizbullah, Hariri 
attempted to regulate its military activities by diplomatic 
means. The ‘Lebanon first’ option, which had been vigorously 
proposed by Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu and envisioned 
the possibility of a unilateral withdrawal of the Israeli army from 
southern Lebanon in exchange for security guarantees by the 
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Lebanese government for northern Israel, appears to have been 
inspired by Hariri’s earlier action. In February 1993, Hariri had 
declared Lebanon’s readiness to reach an agreement with Israel 
that would allow for the implementation of Resolution 425, 
although he denied that Lebanon was ready to sign a peace treaty 
with Israel.?*? Hariri might have been calculating that his state- 
ment would have some appeal for Israel as its peace negotiations 
with Syria were at a stalemate at that time.?** Although Hariri 
cautiously denied the possibility of a peace agreement and only 
demanded Israeli withdrawal from southern Lebanon, his move 
had the potential to decrease the legitimacy of Syrian presence 
in Lebanon and Syrian-backed Hizbullah’s military activities in 
the south, thus weakening Syria’s negotiation position vis-a-vis 
Israel. In the end, his ‘independent’ action was soon contained, 
and by October, Lebanon’s ‘accord’ with Syria regarding diplo- 
matic affairs had been announced.*” 

As a result, when Netanyahu assumed the premiership in July 
1996, he proposed the ‘Lebanon first’ option and hoped that the 
Israeli arrangement with Lebanon could provide the basis of its 


?36 The pressure from the Israeli 


future negotiations with Syria. 
army, which had been suspicious of maintaining its presence in 
the security zone of southern Lebanon, especially after Operation 
Grapes of Wrath, also prompted Netanyahu to propose the idea.?*’ 
The backbone of the option was Israel’s withdrawal from the 
security zone in return for Lebanon’s provision of specific security 
arrangements, i.e. disarmament of Hizbullah and dispatch of the 
Lebanese army to the area.?*® According to Norton (1997), Israel 
was to gain several benefits from this proposal. First, its imple- 
mentation might have relieved US pressure on Israel regarding 
other contentious aspects of the Middle East peace process, espe- 
cially the West Bank. Second, by unilaterally withdrawing from 
southern Lebanon, Israel would have eliminated one of Syria’s 
trump cards in the negotiations over the Golan Heights.”*? 
Predictably, the Asad regime objected to the ‘Lebanon first’ 
option by stressing that Syria should maintain its central role in 
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the peace process and arguing that Netanyahu was trying to sep- 
arate the Syrian and Lebanese peace tracks.“° As the realization 
of the Netanyahu proposal would likely not only to have stripped 
Syria of its influence in negotiations over the Golan Heights, but 
also led to the withdrawal of its army from Lebanon after the 
Israeli withdrawal, it was reported that ‘Damascus signal{l}ed 
the Lebanese authorities to reject the Israeli proposal and instead 
repeat their insistence on unconditional Israeli withdrawal as 
demanded by UN Resolution 425 of 1978’.”4! Following Lebanese 
Foreign Minister Buwayz’s assertion that the Israeli offer was 
unclear,”“* Hariri emphasized that Lebanon had not been offi- 
cially notified of the ‘Lebanon first’ option and had only learned 
of its full scope from the mass media.?*° 

Several factors may have been behind Hariri’s unwillingness 
to make a more explicit statement regarding the ‘Lebanon first’ 
option. Facing fierce opposition to the proposal from not only the 
‘radical’ Hizbullah, but also the ‘moderate’ Amal Movement,“4 
Hariri appears, above all, to have been hoping to avoid causing 
turmoil in Lebanon, which scheduled the parliamentary elec- 
tions in August and September 1996. In addition, Hariri might 
have calculated that if he explicitly dismissed the Israeli offer, 
Lebanon would not be able to attract foreign investment essen- 
tial for his economic recovery efforts. 

However, Hariri’s ambiguous attitude towards the ‘Lebanon 
first’ option is likely to have dismayed the Asad regime. When 
Hariri visited Washington, DC in December 1996 with the 
aim of securing aid that had been promised as compensation 
for Operation Grapes of Wrath, the Syrian regime opposed 
his visit on the grounds that forming closer ties between the 
United States and Lebanon would decrease Syria’s leverage in 
Lebanon.” Then, just before Hariri’s visit to France in February 
1997, Damascus stressed the inseparability of the Syrian and 
Lebanese peace tracks.*4° The Syrian leadership was indeed 
alarmed by the Israeli proposal that France would dispatch its 
army to southern Lebanon after the Israeli withdrawal,” a clear 
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indication that Israel was contemplating a separate accord with 
Lebanon. 

In January 1998, Israeli Defence Minister Yitzhaq Mordehay 
announced Israel’s readiness to comply with Resolution 425 if 
Lebanon guaranteed security by sending its army to the Lebanese— 
Israeli border.248 In response, Hariri, along with Hirawi, Berri 
and Buwayz, allegedly expressed to French Foreign Minister 
Hubert Vedrine Lebanon's willingness to deploy its army to 
southern Lebanon in the event of Israel’s unilateral withdrawal 
from the south.” While such willingness demonstrated that 
even Damascus’s allies in Lebanon’s governing body supported 
Israel’s unilateral withdrawal according to Resolution 425 along 
with several security requirements, the Asad regime, as expected, 
rejected this proposal. The Syrian leadership affirmed that Israeli 
withdrawal should be unconditional, as demanded by the reso- 
lution; however, it was concerned that the Israeli plan would 
diminish the legitimacy of Hizbullah, an important tool for Syria 
to exert pressure on Israel.”° In other words, Syria needed Israel 
to stay in Lebanon until the final resolution of the Golan Heights 
conflict. In contrast, top Lebanese leaders might have calculated 
that deployment of the army would either diminish Hizbullah’s 
popularity in southern Lebanon, which had largely overwhelmed 
that of the government, or would improve Lebanon’s investment 
climate. 

Although Lebanese political leaders were, more or less, inter- 
ested in the ‘Lebanon first’ option, the Asad regime’s consistent 
opposition prevented the option’s realization. Nonetheless, after 
the two failed attempts to withdraw unilaterally from the security 
zone in southern Lebanon in July 1996 and January 1998, Israel 
finally withdrew its army from the zone in May 2000. 

The Israeli withdrawal, however, did not precipitate peace in 
the region. After the eruption of the second Palestinian intifada 
in September 2000, relations between Israel on one side and the 
Arab states and the Palestinians on the other side became more 
strained, halting peace negotiations. Under these circumstances, 
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Saudi Crown Prince “Abdullah presented his own peace proposal 
in mid-February 2002. The ‘Abdullah Proposal was soon criti- 
cized by Syrian President Asad and Lebanese President Lahoud 
in a joint declaration on 3 March during Asad’s visit to Beirut.?”! 
His objection was primarily on account of the proposal placing 
greater priority on Palestinian than Syrian and Lebanese peace 


tracks,?>? 


In addition, the Syrian leadership objected that the 
proposal did not explicitly mention the Golan Heights, although 
it did stipulate that only Israel’s full withdrawal from all the 
Arab lands it had occupied since 1967 would lead to Arab states’ 
recognition of Israel.2?> Moreover, Lebanon’s core demand that 
Palestinian refugees be granted the right to return to their home- 
land, an especially important concern for the delicately balanced 
sectarian Lebanese state hosting around 400,000 refugees, was 
254 Thus, although Lebanon 


maintained a common stance with Syria, it did so to further its 


not mentioned in the proposal. 


own interests. 

However, Lahoud’s stance ran the risk of worsening Lebanon’s 
relations with Saudi Arabia and, by extension, the Western coun- 
tries supporting the ‘Abdullah Proposal, particularly as Hariri 
was struggling to revive the ailing Lebanese economy. Hariri 
thus appeared highly willing to hold the Arab League summit in 
Beirut, despite Asad’s concern that the conference would be pre- 
occupied with the proposal and could weaken Syria’s role in the 
Arab-Israeli peace process. Under these circumstances, Hariri 
might have calculated that Syria would neither openly nor vehe- 
mently boycott the summit, since Asad was intent on improving 
its relations with Saudi Arabia and the West. 

As a result, the Arab summit held on 27 and 28 March 
2002 endorsed a revised form of the ‘Abdullah Proposal in 
which permanent settlement of Palestinian refugees in Lebanon 
was rejected.” This rejection had merits for not only Hariri, 
since the presence of Palestinians remained a destabilizing 
factor in Lebanon, but also Christian leaders including Lahoud, 
as a permanent Palestinian settlement had the potential to 
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change Lebanon's sectarian balance in favour of the Muslim 
community. 

In sum, since Hizbullah’s military activities initially in the 
security zone and later in the Shabaa Farms, as well as the evo- 
lution of the Middle East peace process, were firmly associated 
with Syria’s national security, Hariri was forced to cooperate with 
Damascus on these issues. In other words, Hariri’s ‘independ- 
ence’ from the Syrian regime concerning Lebanon’s diplomatic 
and security matters was generally restricted, despite its efforts 
to send the army to southern Lebanon as a means to demonstrate 
its recovery of full sovereignty and thereby receive financial aid. 
However, Hariri’s cooperation with Damascus was not solely due 
to Syrian pressure, especially when massive Israeli attacks brought 
about widespread Lebanese support for Hizbullah. While Hariri 
was prevented by the Syrian regime from directly negotiating 
Lebanon's border issues with Israel, he might have expected that 
while Asad knew that the Abdullah Proposal would become a 
dominant issue, he would not oppose the 2002 Arab summit 
in Beirut. 


Summary 


Due to strong domestic and international support, Prime 
Minister Hariri was ina relatively stronger position in relation to 
Damascus, particularly between 1992 and 1996, when Lebanese 
and Western expectations regarding his ability to improve 
Lebanon’s economic condition dramatically were especially high. 
This was also the case after 2003, when the hold of the United 
States became extremely strong in the Middle East after invading 
Iraq and when the US administration turned hostile towards the 
Asad regime. Indeed, considering himself indispensable to the 
Syrian regime, which calculated that perceptions of the legit- 
imacy of its presence on Lebanese soil would be strengthened 
by economic improvement in Lebanon, Hariri used the tactic 
of either threatening to resign or actually resigning four times 
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during the first and second cabinets from 1992 to 1996; specif- 
ically in August 1993, May and December 1994, and May 1995. 
After the formation of the fifth Hariri cabinet in 2003, he aligned 
with the US and French authorities, to pressure the Asad regime 
to grant him more authority to pursue his economic policy. 
By signalling the possibility that he could bring about a closer 
relationship for Lebanon with the United States and European 
countries or by actually strengthen its ties with the West, Hariri 
attempted to force Damascus to pressure its allies, particularly 
pro-Syrian ministers in his cabinet, pro-Syrian Presidents Hirawi 
and Lahoud, and Parliament Speaker Berri, to cooperate with 
him so that he could push through his Horizon 2000 plan. 

On the other hand, with the aim of gaining the cooperation 
from these pro-Syrian figures, until 2003 Hariri had generally 
defended Syrian military presence in Lebanon against the demand 
for its withdrawal, which became rather powerful in the early 
2000s. Later, in 2004, Hariri eventually complied with the Asad 
regime over the extension of Lahoud’s presidential term (although 
he had initially opposed it). Hariri’s consideration towards the 
interests of Syrian companies and Lebanese companies of Syrian 
origin also had the same aim, although he simultaneously pursed 
his own interests. A particular manifestation of his pursuit of 
these multiple interests was the creation of a contract to build a 
coastal road from Beirut to southern Lebanon. 

In addition to taking into account Syria’s political and economic 
interests, Hariri took a great care of its security and diplomatic 
interests in order to gain its control over the strong pro-Syrian 
non-governmental actor in Lebanon, ie. Hizbullah. In other 
words, Hariri’s power during his premiership was consistently 
and considerably restricted by not only the above-mentioned fig- 
ures in Lebanon’s governing body, but also by Hizbullah, since 
it launched military operations against the Israeli army in the 
security zone of southern Lebanon. Shortly after Israel launched 
massive operations against Lebanon as part of Operation 
Accountability in 1993 and Operation Grapes of Wrath in 1996, 
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Hariri engaged in diplomatic efforts, mainly in Europe, so as 
to minimize the damage to his economic reconstruction efforts 
while showing solidarity with Hizbullah and organizing com- 
pensation programmes for the displaced in southern Lebanon. 
While arguably demonstrating his interest in the possibility of 
unilateral Israeli withdrawal from the security zone, Hariri later 
opposed, albeit implicitly, the division of peace negotiations with 
Israel into the Lebanon—Israel and Syria—Israel tracks, which had 
been proposed by the Likud government under Israeli Prime 
Minister Netanyahu as the ‘Lebanon first’ option and inevitably 
opposed by Damascus. 

While Hariri’s alignment with the Syrian regime can largely 
be attributed to his aim of coping with the threats posed by 
pro-Syrian groups and figures in Lebanon, Lebanese and Syrian 
leaders’ shared economic and political interests and their inter- 
dependency appeared to affect his actions and attitudes towards 
the Syrian leadership. Considering shared Lebanese and Syrian 
economic interests, Hariri accepted the presence of Syrian 
workers in Lebanon, which, on the one hand, decreased the 
unemployment rate in Syria and led to a considerable amount 
of remittances back into the country, and, on the other hand, 
provided Lebanon's business community, with which he had close 
connections, with the cheap labour force necessary for reconstruc- 
tion projects. Hariri also matched a 2000 Syrian decree allowing 
foreign banks to operate in Syria’s free zones, which had attracted 
several Lebanese banks, with efforts to recover Beirut’s former 
status as the financial hub of the Middle East. 

Considering shared Lebanese and Syrian political interests, 
both Hariri and the Syrian regime had prioritized Lebanon's 
political stability. While Hariri’s primary motivation in achiev- 
ing the stability was to create a favourable condition for foreign 
investment in Lebanon, Damascus’s primary motivation was 
preventing the ‘radicalization’ of the Lebanese public, which 
could have led to the development of an opposition movement 
against Syrian presence. Thus, with tacit support from the Asad 


148 SYRIA AND LEBANON 


regime, Hariri restricted Lebanon’s labour movement and the 
mass media. These restrictions led to various consequences over 
the years: in 1995, Hariri banned all demonstrations after the 
GLC called for a general strike; in 1996, he reduced the number 
of Lebanon's licensed television and radio stations allowed to 
operate (naturally, his own station, Future TV, was permitted 
to operate); and in 1997, he ousted the GLC’s leader Rizq, who 
had consistently confronted the Lebanese government. The 
Syrian leadership, overtly or tacitly, supported Hariri’s treatment 
against the GLC, because they had a common interest in pre- 
serving stability in Lebanon. 

In conclusion, Hariri’s alignment with the Syrian regime can 
be primarily attributed to his simultaneous pursuit of Lebanon’s 
economic reconstruction and his own interests. 


CHAPTER 4 


LEBANON AFTER THE END 
OF SYRIAN HEGEMONY 
(SINCE 2005) 


While Syrian hegemony in Lebanon ended with the withdrawal 
of the Syrian army and intelligence from Lebanon in 2005, Syria 
has maintained a pervasive influence on Lebanese soil to this day. 
Thus, whether Lebanon’s top leaders formulate foreign or domestic 
policies, they must take Syrian power into consideration. 

Syrian policy towards Lebanon has largely been a reflection of 
regional dynamics in the Middle East (as the theory of ‘simple 
realism’ predicts) and its trans-state ties with Lebanon’s sectarian- 
based non-governmental actors have dominated over its official 
ties with the Lebanese government. Therefore, top leaders in the 
government have kept a close watch on both the regional and 
trans-state factors. This chapter first describes these factors and 
then examines in detail Lebanese—Syrian relations since 2005S. 
Among top Lebanese leaders, Prime Minister Fouad al-Siniora, 
Prime Minister Sa’d al-Hariri and Prime Minister Najib Migati 
are figures in focus, because the 1990 amendment of the Lebanese 
constitution increased the power of the country’s premiership. 
Additionally, Siniora and Hariri in particular have attempted to 
maximize Lebanon’s autonomy from Syria. 
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Middle East International Relations and the 
Impact on Syria and Lebanon 


Introduction 


The end of Syrian hegemony in Lebanon in April 2005 provided 
Saudi Arabia and Iran with opportunities to be more deeply 
involved in Lebanon. In August, the inauguration of Iranian 
President Mahmud Ahmadinejad greatly influenced the rela- 
tionships between the three regional powers: Saudi Arabia, Syria 
and Iran. Since then, internationally isolated Syria and Iran have 
strengthened their alliance and pursued and implemented for- 
eign policies which are often read by their antagonists (such as 
Saudi Arabia and the United States) as being provocative or even 
overtly confrontational. Consequently, Saudi Arabia’s relations 
with both Syria and Iran have not been on good terms, and the 
country has, along with the United States, attempted to contain 
Iranian and Syrian power in the Middle East. Reflecting this 
regional rivalry, despite its recovery of sovereignty, Lebanon has 
predominantly become a focal point for regional power politics as 
its non-unitary state formation and the end of Syrian hegemony 
have allowed Saudi Arabia, Syria and Iran to play off against one 
another on Lebanese soil. These regional factors have influenced 
the actions and attitudes of Lebanon’s premiers towards the Asad 
regime. 


Impact of Hariri’s Assassination on Regional Dynamics 


Initially, the Asad regime was widely blamed for the assas- 
sination of former Prime Minister Rafiq al-Hariri (although 
Damascus has categorically denied the allegation up to the pre- 
sent) because he contributed to the formation of UN Security 
Council Resolution 1559, which primarily targeted the Syrian 
regime. The United States and Saudi Arabia, with whose top 
leaders Hariri had maintained close relationships, immedi- 
ately recalled their ambassadors from Syria. Increased Lebanese, 
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regional and international pressure on Syria, especially from the 
United States and France, forced President Bashar al-Asad to 
withdraw the Syrian army and intelligence from Lebanon, whose 
full withdrawal was announced on 27 April 2005. 

However, the termination of Syrian hegemony in Lebanon did 
not improve the Asad regime’s relations with the US adminis- 
tration under President George W. Bush, which was hesitant to 
have high-level contacts with the regime. Syria cooperated with 
Iraq over the latter state’s efforts for internal stabilization by for- 
tifying their common border to prevent terrorist movements. 
Syria also entered into indirect peace talks with Israel by Turkish 
mediation in May 2008 (although they were halted two months 
later) and established its diplomatic relations with Lebanon in 
October. Nevertheless, Syria’s close relationships with ‘terrorist 
organizations’, specifically Hizbullah and Hamas, and its nuclear 
development programme prevented US-—Syrian relations from 
improving. 

On the other hand, after assuming the Iranian presidency, 
Ahmadinejad has pursued aggressive and provocative foreign 
policies while making progress in Iran’s nuclear development 
programme. This has heightened international and regional 
concerns about Iran’s ‘true’ intention regarding the programme. 
Saudi Arabia in particular, as the dominant player in the Gulf 
Cooperation Council (GCC), has contested Iran over regional 
influence. As a result, in 2005, relationships between the three 
regional powers were firmly established such that Saudi Arabia 
occupied a conflicting position with the joint powers of Iran 
and Syria, and this regional rivalry has been preserved up to the 
present. 


Impact of the Regional Rivalry on Lebanon 


Given the rivalry noted above, what are the intentions and inter- 
ests of these regional powers towards Lebanon? Saudi Arabia has 
seen the power of Lebanon's Sunnis as a reflection of its influence 
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in the Arab/Muslim world. On the other hand, Iran and Syria 
have seen the power of Lebanon’s Shi’as as a reflection of their 
influence in the Middle East. All these powers have main- 
tained trans-state ties with Lebanon’s sectarian-based political 
organizations (as discussed in the next section of this chapter). 
As a result, while Saudi Arabia has supported the Sunni-based 
Future Movement with the aim of containing Iranian and Syrian 
power in the Middle East, Iran and Syria have strongly backed 
the Shi’a-based Amal Movement and Hizbullah (although the 
former party has been exclusively backed by Syria) with the aim 
of countering Saudi power in the region. 

From 2005 to 2011, Lebanese Prime Minister Siniora and his 
successor Sa’d al-Hariri, both supported by the Future Movement, 
had aligned Lebanon with Saudi Arabia and, by extension, the 
United States following the increased international isolation of 
Iran and Syria. However, as their policy had especially alien- 
ated the Shi’as — Hizbullah and the Amal Movement — Lebanon’s 
internal polarization reflecting the regional dynamics was fur- 
ther strengthened. 

Although the US administration under President Barack 
Obama revealed its intention to improve its relationship with the 
Asad regime immediately after its inauguration in January 2009, 
it was soon clear that the realization would depend on the foreign 
policies of the Syrian regime. On this point, Syria’s continued close 
relationships with Iran and the ‘terrorist organizations’, particu- 
larly Hizbullah, and its limited cooperation with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) over its nuclear development pro- 
gramme have not been endorsed by the United States. As Syrian 
behaviour has threatened the security of not only Saudi Arabia 
and other GCC countries, but also Israel, and as the Asad regime 
has continued its crackdown on anti-government forces calling for 
democratization since March 2011, the US perception of Syria has 
not dramatically changed and may have even worsened. 

Under these circumstances, Prime Minister Miqati was 
elected in January 2011 with the support of Hizbullah, the 
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Amal Movement and other allies in the Lebanese parliament. 
Nevertheless, he has attempted to initiate ‘balanced’ or ‘neu- 
tral’ policies by accommodating opposite interests retained by 
Lebanese actors and their regional or international allies. 


Brief Summary 


With the end of Syrian hegemony in Lebanon, Saudi Arabia 
and Iran began to play more active roles in Lebanon. The estab- 
lishment of the Ahmadinejad regime in Iran has dramatically 
worsened Saudi—Iranian relations and further consolidated the 
Iranian—Syrian alliance. The configuration of the relationship of 
the three regional powers — Saudi Arabia versus Iran and Syria — 
has influenced contemporary politics in Lebanon and contrib- 
uted to its domestic polarization in particular. 


Lebanese Non-Governmental Actors and Syria: 
Their Basic Interests and Relations 


Introduction 


Lebanon’s sectarian-based non-governmental actors — the 
Maronites, Sunnis, Shi’as and Druzes! — have not only played an 
important role in domestic politics, but also maintained a var- 
iety of trans-state relations with Syria. These trans-state factors 
have influenced the actions and attitudes of Lebanon’s premiers 
towards the Asad regime. As shown below, their differing extent 
of cooperation or antagonism has been mainly shaped by regional 
dynamics in the Middle East, Syria’s stakes in Lebanon and the 
interests and identity of each sectarian group. 


The Maronites and Syria 


After the assassination of former Lebanese Prime Minister Rafiq 
al-Hariri in February 2005, Lebanese politics has been largely 
divided between the pro-Syrian March 8 Coalition, led by 
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Hizbullah’s Secretary General Hasan Nasrallah, and the anti- 
Syrian March 14 Coalition, led by the Future Movement’s leader 
Sa’d al-Hariri. The Maronites’ traditional ‘Lebanon-oriented’ 
identity and bitter relationship with the Syrian regime as a whole 
during the period when Lebanon was under Syrian hegemony 
(1975-2005) have led most Maronite-based political parties/ 
organizations to join the March 14 Coalition. These include the 
Kata ib Party, led by former President Amin al-Jumayyil; the LF, 
led by Samir Ja’ja; and the Qurnat Shahwan Gathering, led by 
Butrus Harb. Because of their anti-Syrian stance and traditional 
ties with the West, they have maintained close relationships with 
the United States and France in particular. In addition, as Hariri 
has strongly aligned himself with the Saudi monarchy, these 
Maronite parties/organizations have also constructed a relation- 
ship with Saudi Arabia. 

On the other hand, the Marada Movement, led by a northern 
za’im, Sulayman Tony Franjiya, maintains its long-lasting ties 
with the Asad family. Michel ‘Awn, leader of the Free National 
Current (FNC), initially maintained his hard-line stance on 
Syria. However, immediately after “Awn returned to Lebanon 
from France in early May 2005, he disputed Hariri over strat- 
egies for Lebanon’s parliamentary elections scheduled to start 
in late May. Thus, ’Awn started to distance himself from the 
March 14 Coalition and even issued a joint statement of under- 
standing with Nasrallah in February 2006, proclaiming FNC 
support to Syrian-backed Hizbullah’s arms resistance in southern 
Lebanon. Since then, ‘Awn has become a key figure in the March 
8 Coalition and even met Syrian President Asad in December 
2008 to declare a ‘new page’ in relation to the regime.” ‘Awn, 
along with Franjiya, has strongly backed the Asad regime in the 
face of the uprising since March 2011. 

In addition to these leaders, President Emile Lahoud main- 
tained his pro-Syrian stance until the end of his term in 
November 2007. On the other hand, current President Michel 
Sulayman, elected in May 2008 as the ‘consensus figure’ after the 
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long dispute between the March 8 and March 14 Coalitions over 
Lahoud’s successor,’ has pursued ‘neutral’ policies towards Syria. 

As for the Maronite religious establishment in Lebanon, 
Patriarch Nasr Allah Butrus Sufayr had maintained an anti- 
Syrian stance by the end of his term in March 2011 and is still an 
influential ‘spiritual leader’ for the March 14 Coalition. On the 
other hand, the succeeding Patriarch Bishara al-Ra’i has mended 
fences with Damascus after assuming the post. In September, 
Rai stated that the international community should give 
the ‘open-minded’ Asad more time to implement reform and 
resume dialogue with opposition forces. At the same time, Ra’i 
mentioned the necessity of keeping Hizbullah’s arsenal until the 
full withdrawal of the Israeli army from all Lebanese territories,‘ 
a statement that soon triggered criticism from the March 14 
Coalition. 


The Sunnis and Syria 


Among Sunni-based political organizations in Lebanon, the 
powerful Future Movement has led the March 14 Coalition and 
maintained close relations with ‘moderate’ Arab Gulf countries, 
particularly Saudi Arabia. This is largely because Rafiq al-Hariri, 
father of the movement’s current leader Sa’d al-Hariri, had estab- 
lished deep connections with the Saudi royal family. In addition, 
the Future Movement has aligned itself with Western countries, 
especially the United States and France, which is also a ‘legacy’ 
of Rafig al-Hariri. Under the international isolation of the Asad 
regime, Prime Minister Siniora (2005-2009) and his successor 
Sa’d al-Hariri (2009-2011), both strongly backed by the Future 
Movement, generally pursued anti-Syrian, pro-Western policies. 
These included their strong support for the Special Tribunal for 
Lebanon (STL), which the Asad regime has regarded as a means 
to weaken it. In addition, they persisted in demanding that 
Hizbullah disarm, which could surely reduce Syria’s strategic 
bargaining power vis-a-vis Israel. Recently, Siniora and Hariri 
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have not only focused on the issues of the STL and Hizbullah, 
but also criticized the Asad regime’s harsh crackdown on the 
opposition forces in Syria since March 2011. Moreover, there is 
a rumour that the Future Movement has provided money and 
weapons with Sunni-dominated Syrian opposition forces, and in 
April an MP from the movement, Jamal Jarrah, was accused of 
involvement in the anti-regime activities, although he dismissed 
the allegation.’ 

On the other hand, Sunni leaders such as Salim al-Huss and 
Migqati have followed ‘neutral’ policies towards Damascus. Huss 
has stressed the importance of maintaining coordination between 
Lebanon and Syria as neighbouring countries, while recognizing 
the necessity of weapons held by Syrian-backed Hizbullah on the 
condition that Israel still occupies the ‘Shabaa Farms’. Current 
Prime Minister Miqati, who also led the ‘election management 
cabinet’ from April to July 2005, has also not pursued provoca- 
tive policies and prioritized dialogues between the March 8 and 
March 14 Coalitions, especially regarding the contentious issues 
such as the STL, the arsenal of Hizbullah and the Syrian uprising. 
While Migati was elected in January 2011 with the support of 
the March 8 Coalition, he sometimes disregarded the coalition’s 
preference, as manifested in his decision in late November to pay 
Lebanon's share of the annual funding for the STL.® 

In the long run, most Lebanese Sunnis have shown not much 
sympathy with the Asad regime and Hizbullah. This attitude 
is based on their suspicion of the regime’s and/or Hizbullah’s 
involvement in the assassination of Rafiq al-Hariri. Their dis- 
trust also arises from the fact that Hizbullah’s weapons, which 
have officially targeted Israeli forces, were actually used to attack 
its domestic foes in May 2008 (when Hizbullah militias assaulted 
Future Movement members in Beirut and other areas). However, 
"Umar Karami, who was Lebanon’s premier from December 1990 
to May 1992 and later from October 2004 to April 2005, is one 
of the few Sunni politicians to have explicitly aligned themselves 
with the March 8 Coalition. Indeed, Karami has maintained 
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his pro-Asad and pro-Hizbullah stance, which is based on his 
family’s long-standing ties with the Asad family. Although the 
‘Alawi-dominated and secular-oriented Asad regime needed to 
establish good relations with the Sunnis in Lebanon because of 
Syrian Sunnis’ suspicion of the regime, this has not taken place. 
Recently, the perception of the Asad regime by Lebanese Sunnis 
is worsening because of its crackdown on the Sunni-dominated 
anti-regime forces. 


The Shi'as and Syria 


The Shi’a community in Lebanon has two main political organi- 
zations: the Amal Movement, led by Parliament Speaker Nabih 
Berri, and Hizbullah, led by Nasrallah. Since Syria’s Asad regime 
is ‘Alawi-dominated, both organizations have maintained strong 
ties with it and are main pillars of the March 8 Coalition. On the 
other hand, the Amal Movement and Hizbullah have become 
more important tools than ever before for Syria to conduct its 
foreign policy towards Lebanon. This is because Syria withdrew 
its army and intelligence from Lebanon in 2005, and following 
its international isolation, the power of the anti-Syrian March 14 
Coalition has been non-negligible at not just Lebanese, but also 
regional and international levels. 

The Amal Movement has closer ties with Syria than has 
Hizbullah because Syria has been the only external patron for 
the movement. In addition, Hizbullah’s popularity in Lebanon, 
owing to its provision of social services and its vanguard role in 
the resistance to Israel in southern Lebanon, has made the Amal 
Movement vulnerable within the Shi’a community. This is likely 
to have contributed to the Amal Movement’s consistent align- 
ment with Syria. Indeed, Berri has championed the Asad regime 
since the uprising in the country began in March 2011. 

In contrast, Hizbullah has maintained strong ties not only 
with Syria, but also with Iran and although the organization has 
stressed its unitary structure, it was reported that its Secretary 
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General Nasrallah was pro-Syrian and Deputy Secretary General 
Naim al-Qasim was pro-Iranian.’ However, since the two inter- 
nationally isolated countries have further strengthened their 
relations, the Iranian—Syrian power struggle within Hizbullah 
appears to have been, if anything, put aside for now. 

Syria has been an important transit route for Iran’s supply 
of money and arsenal to Hizbullah, and the Asad regime has 
allegedly provided the organization with military training. 
Nasrallah, thus, has vowed to support the Syrian regime in the 
face of the recent domestic uprising. Meanwhile, Syria has also 
needed Hizbullah’s support for its Lebanese policy because the 
organization has incorporated the radicalized Shi'a lower class, 
unlike the Amal Movement. More importantly, Syria’s need for 
a surrogate force to pressure Israel into withdrawing from the 
Golan Heights has not changed. In this context, the Syrian and 
Lebanese pretext, against international and Israeli claims, that 
the Shabaa Farms remains an Israeli-occupied Lebanese terri- 
tory has enabled Hizbullah to retain its arms and start fighting 
against Israel. In spite of some Lebanese and international calls 
for Hizbullah to disarm, Syria has never pressured it to do so. 
This stance has reasonably contributed to the continued negative 
Western view of the Asad regime, especially by the United States 
and France. 


The Druzes and Syria 


Walid Junblat, the most prominent leader in Lebanon’s Druze 
community and head of the PSP, was a central figure in the 
March 14 Coalition. Junblat, along with Hariri and Ja’ja’, had 
maintained a strong anti-Syrian stance from 2005 to 2009. 
However, after Lebanon’s parliamentary elections in June 2009, 
Junblat began to distance himself from the March 14 Coalition 
and declared his ‘centrist’ position in August. Furthermore, 
Junblat made public apologies about his previous, repeated 
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insults to the Syrian regime and mended fences with President 
Asad at the end of March 2010.? 

The PSP was part of the Siniora and Hariri cabinets, and the 
current Migati cabinet also includes PSP ministers. Since the 
uprising started in Syria, Junblat has gradually increased his 
criticism against Damascus and demanded Asad to step down. 
Junblat has clearly become closer to the March 14 Coalition, as 
shown by not only his stance on the Syrian uprising, but also his 
April 2012 official visit to Saudi Arabia, which aimed to improve 
his relationship with the monarchy.'° In September, Junblat 
visited Hariri’s Paris residence, which was their first meeting 
after Junblat supported Miqati’s assumption of the premiership 
in January 2011.1! 


Brief Summary 


Overall, the Sunnis and Druzes have, in general, affiliated with 
the March 14 Coalition, while the Shi’as have led the March 
8 Coalition. Although most Maronites initially aligned them- 
selves with the March 14 Coalition, ‘Awn’s close relations with 
Hizbullah since 2006 and Patriarch Ra’i’s recently adopted con- 
ciliatory stance towards the Asad regime and Hizbullah have 
torn the Maronite community between the two coalitions. 


Prime Minister Fouad al-Siniora and the Asad Regime 
Introduction 


Under the reality of Syria’s maintenance of power on Lebanese 
soil, especially by means of its close ties with non-governmental 
actors in Lebanon — Hizbullah and the Amal Movement — 
Prime Minister Siniora largely balanced against the Asad regime 
by exploiting Syria’s international isolation. Siniora’s relations 
with the Syrian regime were mainly developed on the issues 
of his cabinet formation, the international investigation of the 
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assassination of former Prime Minister Rafiq al-Hariri and 
Hizbullah’s military affairs. 


Cabinet Formation 


The parliamentary elections in Lebanon were held from May 
to June 2005. After the elections, Prime Minister Miqati, who 
formed his first cabinet in April with the aim of supervising 
the elections, tendered his resignation to President Lahoud on 
21 June.!? As the Future Movement, led by Sa’d al-Hariri, won 
the elections, it was widely believed that he would assume the 
premiership. However, Hariri’s lack of political experience and 
his young age (35 at the time) led Siniora to run for the prem- 
iership. Siniora had assumed the ministerial post of finance 
under Rafiq al-Hariri and also had close ties with the Future 
Movement. On 30 June, Siniora was designated by Lahoud to the 
post with the support of 126 of the 128 deputies in the Lebanese 
parliament.!? 

The formation of a new cabinet took three weeks, as Lahoud 
rejected three line-ups presented by Siniora. After Lahoud named 
his three allies, and after Hizbullah and the Amal Movement 
accepted their share of the posts,’ the first Siniora cabinet was 
finally established on 19 July. The faction led by ‘Awn decided 
not to participate in the new cabinet following disputes over the 
posts. Thus, the 24-member cabinet had 15 anti-Syrian minis- 
ters, eight pro-Syrian ministers and one ‘neutral’ minister.” 

The characteristics of Siniora’s first cabinet are as follows. First, 
as an economist, Siniora gave priority to Lebanon’s economic 
recovery, and thus posts of both the minister of finance and min- 
ister of economy and trade were occupied by figures experienced 
in economic affairs, not only those of Lebanon, but of international 
organizations as well. In fact, Minister of Finance Jihad Azur 
worked in the United Nations Development Programme and 
was an adviser for Siniora when he assumed the ministerial post 
of finance under Rafiq al-Hariri. Minister of Economy and Trade 
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Sami Haddad was a manager for Middle East and North Africa 
affairs at the International Monetary Fund and also a deputy 
governor at the Central Bank of Lebanon. Second, the following 
four ministers were pro-Syrian figures: Minister of Power and 
Water Resources Muhammad Funaysh, a member of Hizbullah; 
Justice Minister Sharl Rizk, a close ally of Lahoud and former 
Information Minister (although Siniora and Sa’d al-Hariri had 
attempted to install someone close to the Future Movement in 
the post); Defence Minister Iliyas al-Murr, Lahoud’s son-in-law 
(although Murr narrowly escaped an attempt on his life in the 
middle of July);!¢ and Foreign Minister Fawzi Sallukh, a Shi’a 
veteran diplomat supported by both the Amal Movement and 
Hizbullah. 

To understand Siniora’s relations with the Asad regime, it 
is necessary to examine the second characteristic. Given the 
unfavourable trend in Syria’s international relations, Sinyura 
could have formed an explicitly anti-Syrian cabinet. However, he 
not only included a pro-Syrian Hizbullah member in his cabinet, 
but also installed the pro-Syrians in the ministerial posts for 
justice, defence and foreign affairs. Regarding this point, Siniora’s 
election with overwhelming parliamentary support required 
him to form a national cabinet consisting of ministers from not 
only the March 14 Coalition, but also the March 8 Coalition. 
Furthermore, it appears that Siniora had his own reasons to show 
goodwill to the Asad regime by allocating the posts to the pro- 
Syrian figures that received strong interest from Syria in terms 
of its national security or the international investigation of Rafiq 
al-Hariri’s assassination. 

First, Siniora might have calculated that taking into consider- 
ation Syrian interests in Lebanon could win him support for his 
policies among pro-Syrian actors in Lebanon. Second, economic 
interdependency between Lebanon and Syria affected his way 
of cabinet formation. Strong US pressure had forced Damascus 
to tighten its border control with Lebanon under the pretext of 
preventing anti-US militias that were active in Iraq from moving 
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freely in the neighbouring countries. Consequently, hundreds of 
Lebanese trucks carrying tonnes of perishable goods were delayed 
at the Lebanese—Syrian border, which badly affected the incomes 
of thousands of Lebanese families.'’ After Siniora met President 
Asad on 31 July 2005,'® Lebanese trucks managed to cross the 
border.'? 

On 21 May 2008, the Doha Agreement was formed, which 
ended military clashes between the March 8 and March 14 Coal- 
itions that had occurred earlier in the month.” Following the 
agreement, the newly-elected President Sulayman re-designated 
Siniora to the premiership on 28 May.”' Although the agreement 
stipulated that the March 14 Coalition would have 16 cabinet 
seats, the March 8 Coalition would have 11 ministerial posts and 
another three would be nominated by Sulayman, the allocation 
of each post was not agreed upon. Thus, as the two coalitions 
competed over cabinet seats, it took more than one month for 
Siniora to form a ‘national unity government’, which was finally 
born on 11 July.”” 

With Defence Minister Murr and Foreign Minister Sallukh 
retaining their posts in the national unitary cabinet, its pro-Syrian 
tendency was maintained. It appears that Syria’s preparation 
for the establishment of its diplomatic ties with Lebanon, which 
the March 14 Coalition had vigorously demanded, clearly 
affected Siniora’s cabinet formation.?? However, by showing 
Lebanon's will to ally with Syria over its military and diplomatic 
matters, Siniora once again might have anticipated cooperation 
from Lebanon’s pro-Syrian actors (although when six pro-Syrian 
ministers, five of them Shi’as, resigned in November 2006 over 
the investigation of the Hariri assassination, the Asad regime 
did nothing). 


International Investigation of the Hariri Assassination 


Prime Minister Siniora consistently supported the international 
investigation of the assassination of former Prime Minister Rafiq 
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al-Hariri, with whom he had enjoyed a close relationship. On 
the other hand, the Asad regime questioned the legitimacy of 
the International Independent Investigation Commission (IIIC), 
which was established in April 2005 by UN Security Council 
Resolution 1595 and began its work in June, as the IIIC initially 
blamed the regime for the murder. Thus, Syrian cooperation 
with the IIIC was the minimum, aimed only to avoid being 
sanctioned by the Security Council. 

In late August 2005, the Lebanese authorities, at the recom- 
mendation of the ITC, detained four top figures of the Lebanese 
security apparatus, all of them close to pro-Syrian President 
Lahoud, for involvement in the murder of Hariri. These were 
Major General Jamil al-Sayyid, former head of Sureté Générale; 
Major General “Ali al-Hajj, former director general of the 
Internal Security Forces; Brigadier General Raymond Az’ar, 
former director general of military intelligence; and Brigadier 
General Mustafa Hamdan, commander of Lebanon’s Presidential 
Guard.*4 

On 20 October 2005, Detlev Mehlis, head of the IIIC, sub- 
mitted his first interim report to UN Secretary-General Kofi 
Annan. In the report, Mehlis accused the Syrian regime and 
Lebanese security apparatus of involvement in the Hariri murder. 
An unedited version of the report named the following figures 
in particular for planning the murder: Asif Shawkat, head of 
Syria’s Military Intelligence Department and the brother-in-law 
of President Asad; Mahir al-Asad, an influential officer of Syria’s 
Republican Guard and a younger brother of Asad; and Sayyid.” 
As Harris (2009) pointed out, UN Security Council Resolution 
1636, which was adopted on 31 October, ‘rebuked Damascus 
for stalling the holding of interviews with prominent Syrians 
and invoked Chapter VII of the UN charter, meaning that non- 
compliance could lead to military action’.”° 

In spite of the hostile international criticism against the Asad 
regime based on the HIC report and Resolution 1636, Siniora 
coherently backed the commission’s activities. Although Damascus 
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immediately slammed the resolution as ‘biased’ and ‘unfair’,?’ 
Siniora asked the Syrian regime to cooperate with the HIC, whose 
stance was shared by prominent figures in the March 14 Coalition 
such as Nasib Lahoud. Opposing this, on 10 November 2005, 
President Asad lashed out at Siniora ‘as a “slave” of his masters, in 
a thinly veiled reference to Western countries’.’? 

According to Harris (2009), since Asad’s statement accused 
the March 14 Coalition of moving closer to Israel and con- 
spiring against Syria, it was ‘viewed in Beirut as death threats.” 
Nevertheless, on 12 December 2005, the Siniora cabinet decided 
to ask the UN to form an ‘international court’ to try those 
accused for the assassination of Hariri.*! Three days later, UN 
Security Council Resolution 1644 adopted the concept of ‘a tri- 
bunal of an international character’. 

From 2005 to 2006, Siniora continued to ask the Security 
Council to extend the IIIC mandate and relied on the US admin- 
istration to force the Asad regime to comply with the council’s 
resolutions regarding the investigation of Hariri. This stance def- 
initely antagonized not only the Syrian regime, but also the March 
8 Coalition, specifically the Amal Movement and Hizbullah. 
On 10 November 2006, Lebanon received the UN draft for a 
tribunal of an international character.*? The next day, the Hariri- 
led March 14 Coalition’s strong will to proceed to a swift cabinet 
vote for the draft approval triggered the resignation of five pro- 
Syrian Shi’a ministers, all of whom belonged to the March 8 
Coalition? However, Siniora did not accept their resignation. 
Despite the absence of the Shi'a ministers, who were members 
or sympathizers of the Amal Movement or Hizbullah, Siniora 
held the cabinet vote on 13 November.*4 On the other hand, 
President Lahoud and Hizbullah’s chief, Nasrallah, insisted that 
the decision to hold the vote was illegal, arguing that a major 
sect, specifically the Shi’as, was not represented in the cabinet.” 
Later, on 12 December, the Siniora cabinet formally sent the UN 
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draft to the Lebanese parliament,’® where pro-Syrian Speaker 


Berri continued to block the session to vote the draft. 


LEBANON AFTER THE END OF SYRIAN HEGEMONY 165 


The United States, France and Saudi Arabia — the main inter- 
national allies of the March 14 Coalition — supported the Siniora 
cabinet’s approval of the Hariri tribunal. Although the Asad 
regime had consistently rejected the legitimacy of the UN-backed 
tribunal,*’ the Security Council accepted the cabinet decision and 
gave international endorsement to the establishment of the tri- 
bunal. The Hariri tribunal was finally approved by UN Security 
Council Resolution 1757 on 30 May 2007. 

From 2007 to 2008, although the INC published several 
reports, they were obscure and did not mention Syrian regime 
figures as prime suspects. However, as Damascus still ques- 
tioned the legitimacy of the IIIC, Siniora’s periodic demand for 
the Security Council to extend the commission’s mandate was 
still seen as a hostile diplomatic activity by the Asad regime. In 
addition, Siniora frequently met US and French senior officials to 
maintain their support for the IIIC. 

On 26 November 2008, Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon 
announced that the STL could start its work on 1 March 2009.% 
Siniora soon showed his appreciation to Ban for the progress on the 
STL” and later expressed his gratitude to the commencement.*° 
On the other hand, it was then reported that ‘the majority of 
Syrian media, both public and private, electronic and print, did not 
cover or report the [STL}.4! Although the Syrian regime saw both 
the IIIC and STL as Western political tools to pressure it, Siniora 
consistently supported them and struggled to gain international 


support for his stance, particularly from Washington and Paris. 


Hizbullah’s Military Affairs 


While Syria withdrew its army and intelligence from Lebanon in 
April 2005, its strategic interest in Hizbullah has not changed.” 
As Syria still needs Hizbullah’s arms to pressure Israel into ending 
the occupation of the Golan Heights, the actions and attitudes 
taken by the Lebanese government towards Hizbullah could be a 
useful means to examine Lebanon’s relations with Syria. 
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Prime Minister Siniora, who was strongly backed by the March 
14 Coalition, followed mixed policies towards Hizbullah, espe- 
cially in military matters. On the one hand, the policy statement 
of the first Sinyura cabinet, which was approved by the Lebanese 
parliament on 30 July 2005, voiced its support for Hizbullah’s 
armed resistance against Israel under Hizbullah’s first participa- 
tion in the Lebanese government. Later, the policy statement 
of the second Siniora cabinet, which was finally approved by the 
Lebanese parliament on 12 August 2008 after heated debates 
between the March 8 and March 14 Coalitions over Hizbullah’s 
weapons, recognized the right of its armed resistance against 
Israel.*4 In this regard, it is non-negligible that the brief take- 
over of West Beirut by Hizbullah and its allies during the May 
confrontation forced Siniora and his cabinet members belong- 
ing to the March 14 Coalition to accept the March 8 Coalition's 
demand to give legitimacy to Hizbullah’s weapons. At the same 
time, however, Siniora might have calculated that the consider- 
ation of Syria’s important strategic asset would gain cooperation 
from the March 8 Coalition, particularly Hizbullah. 

Additionally, since the Syrian withdrawal in 2005, a series 
of international resolutions have been issued to demarcate the 
Lebanese—Syrian border, and it is reported that there are 36 
points of dispute along Lebanon's eastern border with Syria.” 
While Siniora received strong international, especially US and 
French, support for Lebanon’s sovereignty, and while UN Security 
Council Resolution 1680 (adopted on 17 May 2006) urged 
Lebanon and Syria to demarcate their common border, he did 
not make vigorous efforts to do so following the Asad regime’s 
strong objection to the resolution.*° As a result, the permeability 
of the border has made it possible for Hizbullah to maintain an 
important supply route for its weaponry.*” More specifically, the 
disputed area of the Shabaa Farms has given Hizbullah legit- 
imacy to maintain its arms. 

Although it is true that Siniora showed some understand- 
ing of Hizbullah’s weapons and their strategic importance for 
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Syria with the aim of gaining cooperation from the March 8 
Coalition, he generally attempted to strip Hizbullah of power 
on the basis of its arms possession. As this aim of Siniora was 
matched with the most important US interest in the Middle 
East — the protection of Israel — the Bush administration not 
only pressed the adoption of UN Security Council resolutions, 
but also issued dozens of statements about Lebanon, almost all of 
which condemned Hizbullah arms. 

With strong US support, Siniora targeted Hizbullah on two 
occasions in particular: July 2006 and May 2008. Immediately 
after the outbreak of the 2006 Hizbullah—Israel Conflict, the 
Siniora cabinet reaffirmed on 13 July 2006 its commitment to 
implement all international resolutions regarding Lebanon. It also 
reaffirmed its commitment to expand the central government's 
authority to all Lebanese territory, including Hizbullah- 
dominated southern Lebanon, while respecting the “Blue Line’ 
along the Lebanon-Israel border.** In other words, on the basis of 
UN Security Council Resolutions 1559 and 1680, the Lebanese 
government showed a clear intention to disarm Hizbullah and 
establish sovereignty in the south. This policy intention was 
largely praised by not only the United States, but also the mod- 
erate Arab states, particularly, Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Jordan. 
The regional and international powers accused Hizbullah of 
harming Arab interests and taking ‘adventurism’. 

UN Security Council Resolution 1701, which was adopted on 
11 August 2006 and was soon approved by both the Lebanese 
and Israeli governments, called for immediate cessation of hos- 
tilities; withdrawal of the Israeli army from Lebanon; expansion 
of the UNIFIL; deployment of the Lebanese army to the border 
area in southern Lebanon; and, most importantly, disarmament 
of Hizbullah. However, its widespread popularity among the 
Lebanese population prevented the Siniora cabinet from initi- 
ating definite moves against the resistance organization. 

The international community, especially the United States 
and France, might have been irritated by the inaction of the 
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Lebanese government, and this may have led the UN Security 
Council’s reiteration of its commitment to the disarmament of 
Hizbullah in mid-April 2008. Backed by international support, 
Siniora further antagonized Hizbullah in May, while their rela- 
tions had been worsened by the resignation of the five Shi’a 
ministers in November 2006. In early May 2008, the Siniora 
cabinet decided to dismiss the head of security at the Rafiq 
al-Hariri International Airport in Beirut following the dis- 
covery that Hizbullah had installed surveillance cameras to 
monitor the movements of senior Lebanese and foreign officials. 
More importantly, the cabinet called for steps aiming to close 
down Hizbullah’s secret, independent telecommunications net- 
work, which had been important for the organization to conduct 
intelligence and military operations beyond the control of the 
Lebanese government. 

In response, Hizbullah issued a statement on 8 May 2008 
declaring that the cabinet decisions were illegal and tantamount 
to a ‘declaration of war’ against it.4? Hizbullah activists, along 
with those affiliated with other political organizations in the 
March 8 Coalition, attacked properties belonging to the March 
14 Coalition, specifically the Future Movement, and took over 
West Beirut and the airport. About 100 Lebanese were killed 
during the clashes between the rival coalitions, and Siniora sub- 
sequently declared on 10 May his decision to hand over the two 
controversial issues taken by his cabinet to the Lebanese army, 
which then reversed the cabinet decisions.”? 

Because the Lebanese army’s military weakness has given 
Hizbullah legitimacy to maintain its arms, the Siniora cabinet 
took measures to strengthen the army, mainly relying on US 
support. On 6 October 2008, Lebanon and the United States 
signed three military contracts worth $63 million in US grants 
to the Lebanese army, which aimed to provide the army with 
secure communications, ammunition and infantry weapons. On 
the same day, Lebanese Defence Minister Murr and US Assistant 
Secretary of Defence for International Security Affairs Mary Beth 
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Long agreed to establish a joint military commission in charge of 
their bilateral military relationship.”! 

On the other hand, Washington has provided its military 
assistance to the Lebanese army since 2006, and the amounts 
reached $410 million in 2008.” In addition, servicemen of the 
Lebanese army received training in the United States, which 
increased the necessary budget from 2006 to 2008. The 
increased US involvement with the Lebanese army, as well as 
frequent visits by senior US defence officials to Lebanon, made 
the Syrian regime and the March 8 Coalition more suspicious 
of the Siniora cabinet, as the US support aimed at strengthening 
the Lebanese government led by the March 14 Coalition vis-a-vis 
Hizbullah. 

In spite of Lebanon’s main military partner, the United States 
was generally moving slowly to help increase the capabilities of the 
Lebanese army. More importantly, Washington had to take into 
account the Israeli concern that the heavy weapons provided to 
the Lebanese army by the USA might finally fall into Hizbullah’s 
hands, and hence US assistance to the army was limited to the 
provision of light weapons. These situations definitely disap- 
pointed the Siniora cabinet, which sought other states to provide 
Lebanon with sufficient military equipment. Consequently, to 
strengthen its army, Lebanon contacted not only Germany,” but 
also Syria’s main international ally — Russia, which agreed to 
give 10 MIG-29 fighter jets to Lebanon in December 2008.” 
Later, in January 2009, Lebanon was reported to have received 


these warplanes.”° 


Summary 


Although Prime Minister Siniora was strongly supported by 
the anti-Syrian March 14 Coalition, he had to take into account 
the strong identification of the March 8 Coalition, specifically 
Hizbullah, with the Asad regime. Siniora, therefore, sometimes 
followed conciliatory policies towards Damascus, especially 
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through the formation of his two cabinets. Indeed, the first 
Siniora cabinet included not only Minister of Power and Water 
Resources Funaysh, but also Minister of Justice Rizk, Minister of 
Defence Murr and Minister of Foreign Affairs Sallukh (all pro- 
Syrian). This means that Siniora showed goodwill to the Asad 
regime, as it was especially concerned about who took Lebanon’s 
ministerial posts regarding justice, defence and foreign affairs in 
terms of Syria’s national security or the international investiga- 
tion of the assassination of former Prime Minister Rafiq al-Hariri. 
Siniora’s election to Lebanon’s premiership with overwhelming 
parliamentary support demanded that he consider the March 8 
Coalition’s pro-Syrian stance. At the same time, Siniora’s calcu- 
lation that by counting Syrian interests in Lebanon, pro-Syrian 
Lebanese actors would support his policies, as well as the sub- 
stantial degree of economic interdependency between Lebanon 
and Syria, largely affected his cabinet composition. Later, in 
the formation of his second cabinet, Siniora retained Murr and 
Sallukh on the basis of the same calculation. 

However, Siniora strongly supported the IIIC’s activities from 
its establishment and indeed asked the UN Security Council to 
extend the commission’s mandate periodically. Siniora even asked 
the Asad regime to cooperate with the IIIC and further struggled 
to establish the STL with the help of Western powers, specific- 
ally the United States and France, following Syria’s international 
isolation. As the Syrian regime questioned the legitimacy of both 
the IIIC and STL, recognizing them as Western political tools to 
put pressure on it, Siniora’ cooperation with the IIIC and STL, as 
well as his close relationship with the West, was interpreted as 
hostile activities by Damascus. 

While Siniora recognized Hizbullah’s right to armed resist- 
ance and its strategic importance for Syria, with an aim to gain 
cooperation from the March 8 Coalition, he largely attempted 
to disarm Hizbullah or strip the organization of legitimacy to 
maintain its weapons. Although Siniora’s attempts, which could 
enhance Israel’s security, were praised by the United States, 
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they were clearly contrary to Syria's interests, which has needed 
Hizbullah’s weapons to pressure Israel into ending the occupa- 
tion of the Golan Heights. 

After the outbreak of the 2006 Hizbullah—Israel Conflict, 
Siniora intended to force Hizbullah to disarm, on the basis of UN 
Security Council Resolutions 1559 and 1680, as well as regional 
and international criticism of Hizbullah’s military operation 
against Israel. Later, in May 2008, the Siniora cabinet decided 
to fire the head of security at Beirut’s international airport for 
collaborating with Hizbullah and close down the organization's 
secret, independent telecommunications network. 

In addition, the Siniora cabinet fostered Lebanon’s military 
cooperation with the United States, which provided a variety of 
assistance to the army. Furthermore, as US provision of equip- 
ment to the army was confined to light weapons, the cabinet 
turned not only to the Germans, but also to the Russians in 
order to strengthen the army’s capabilities. 


Prime Minister Sa’d al-Hariri and the Asad Regime 
Introduction 


While Siniora’s successor, Prime Minister Sa’d al-Hariri, was 
also backed by the March 14 Coalition, he had initially band- 
wagoned with the Asad regime, with the main aim of gaining 
Hizbullah’s support for the STL. However, Hariri later balanced 
against Damascus, especially over the tribunal, which ultimately 
led to his ouster from the premiership. Hariri’s relations with the 
Syrian regime were largely developed on the issues of his cabinet 
formation and the treatment of the STL. 


Cabinet Formation 


In Lebanon’s parliamentary elections of June 2009, the March 14 


Coalition won 71 seats and the March 8 Coalition won 57 seats.>’ 


Consulting with the newly-elected members of the parliament, 
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President Sulayman designated Hariri to the premiership on 27 
June.® However, the victory of the March 14 Coalition was not 
so overwhelming, and it led Hariri to form a ‘national unity gov- 
ernment’ with the March 8 Coalition. The Hariri cabinet, which 
was finally established on 9 November after the long disputes 
over ministerial posts, had the following composition: 15 minis- 
ters from the March 14 Coalition, 10 ministers from the March 8 
Coalition and five ministers appointed by President Sulayman.” 

In order to examine Hariri’s relations with the Asad regime, it 
is important to note the fact that Minister of Foreign Affairs Ali 
Shami belonged to the Amal Movement, even though Minister 
of Defence Murr retained his post and Minister of Agriculture 
Husayn Hasan and Minister of State for Administrative Reform 
Funaysh were members of Hizbullah. Although it is widely 
believed that the Amal Movement’s leader Berri convinced Hariri 
to appoint Shami to the post, Hariri might have anticipated that 
showing goodwill towards Damascus would result in the March 
8 Coalition’s cooperation with him, especially his support for the 
STL. The reason for this lay in Hizbullah’s alleged involvement 
in the assassination of Rafiq al-Hariri, which had been reported 
since May 2009, after being first reported by the German maga- 
zine Spiegel. 


Treatment of the Special Tribunal for Lebanon 


After the formation of his cabinet in November 2009, Prime 
Minister Sad al-Hariri took into account Syria’s strategic interest in 
Hizbullah and also began to improve his relations with President 
Asad. As far as the first issue is concerned, the policy statement 
of the Hariri cabinet, which was approved by the Lebanese parlia- 
ment on 10 December, included a clause legitimating Hizbullah’s 
possession of arms,” although it is difficult to deny the fact that 
the participation of the March 8 Coalition members in his cabinet 
strongly demanded cabinet approval for the weapons. Later, in 
April 2010, when Israel accused Syria of providing Scud missiles 
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to Hizbullah, and when Syria denied the charge, Hariri stated 
that Israel was fabricating a story about the missiles.°! 

On the other hand, Hariri occasionally visited Syria to meet 
Asad, and it was reported that they agreed to coordinate their 
regional policies. In the case of their meeting on 31 May 2010, 
which was the third since December 2009, Hariri briefed Asad on 
his recent visit to Washington, DC, where he met US President 
Obama to discuss regional affairs. Finally, Hariri admitted on 
6 September 2010 that he had made a mistake when he accused 
the Syrian regime of assassinating his father, Rafiq.° 

Hariri’s alignment with the Asad regime, first, could be 
explained by his expectation that it would pressure Hizbullah 
to cooperate with the STL. In addition, Lebanon and Syria had 
a common interest in preventing turmoil in Lebanon over the 
STLs upcoming indictment against members of Hizbullah, 
and this interest led Hariri—Asad relations to become closer 
than before. On 30 July 2010, Asad, along with Saudi King 
‘Abdullah, visited Lebanon and urged its political leaders to sus- 
tain internal stability under the increased tensions between the 
March 14 Coalition, specifically the Future Movement, and the 
March 8 Coalition, specifically Hizbullah, over reports of immi- 
nent indictment by the STL.“ 

In spite of Hariri’s improved relations with Asad, Hizbullah 
continued to question the legitimacy of the STL and even take 
a hostile view of it. For example, on 9 August 2010, Nasrallah 
strongly accused the STL of being politicized and being part 
of an Israeli plot against Lebanon, in particular the resistance 
organization.” While Nasrallah repeatedly stated that Hizbullah 
would never cooperate with the STL, Damascus did nothing to 
change his insistence and instead attempted to force Hariri to 
terminate Lebanon’s cooperation with the STL. 

The uncooperative and hostile stance of the Asad regime and 
Hizbullah towards the STL angered Hariri and led him to seek 
international support for the tribunal with the aim of forcing 
Hizbullah to cooperate with it. On 30 November 2010, Hariri 
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visited France to meet President Nicolas Sarkozy, who voiced 
French support for the STL.% Although Asad, in the middle of 
December, stated the acceptance of STL judgement on the basis 
of ‘proofs’,°’ he was consistently opposed to Hariri’s cooperation 
with the tribunal and it was revealed in early January 2011 that 
even the Saudi monarchy was asking Hariri to refuse his cooper- 
ation.®* Hariri then visited the United States and France to gain 
further Western support for the STL and himself. However, his 
anti-Syrian and anti-Hizbullah policies backed by the Western 
powers produced a backlash in Lebanon, where 10 ministers 
from the March 8 Coalition and one minister loyal to President 
Sulayman tendered their resignations on 12 January, leading to 


the collapse of the Hariri cabinet. 


Summary 


While Prime Minister Hariri was also the leader of the anti- 
Syrian March 14 Coalition, he initially followed appeasing 
policies towards the Asad regime. First, the Hariri cabinet 
not only retained Defence Minister Murr, but also included 
two Hizbullah members, Minister of Agriculture Hasan and 
Minister of State for Administrative Reform Funyash, and an 
Amal Movement member, Minister of Foreign Affairs Shami. 
Second, the policy statement of the Hariri cabinet legitimized 
the possession of weapons by Hizbullah. Third, Hariri visited 
Syria three times between December 2009 and May 2010 to 
mend fences with President Asad, and finally apologized to 
him about accusing the Syrian regime of being responsible for 
the assassination of his father. While the strong identification 
of the March 8 Coalition with Damascus led Hariri to follow 
these policies, he might have expected that appeasing the Syrian 
regime would result in support from the coalition, specifically 
Hizbullah, for the STL. Furthermore, Lebanon and Syria had a 
common interest in warding off political unrest in Lebanon over 
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the STLs imminent indictment against Hizbullah members, 
which led Hariri and Asad to coordinate their policies. 

However, the Asad regime did not attempt to change 
Hizbullah’s hostilities towards the STL and sought to force 
Hariri to abandon Lebanon's cooperation with the tribunal. As 
this was not acceptable to Hariri and the March 14 Coalition, he 
sought Western support, specifically US and French one, for the 
STL. Hariri’s reliance on these two powers to force Hizbullah to 
cooperate with the STL ultimately led the March 8 Coalition to 
bring down his cabinet. 


Prime Minister Najib Miqati and the Asad Regime 
Introduction 


Since Prime Minister Migati assumed his post with the support of 
the March 8 Coalition, he has not, as such, adopted antagonistic 
policies towards the Asad regime. After his cabinet formation, 
Migati’s relations with Damascus have developed predominantly 
over the Syrian uprising issue. 


Cabinet Formation 


After the collapse of Hariri’s cabinet on 12 January 2011, 
President Sulayman, on the basis of consultations with members 
of the Lebanese parliament, designated Migati to the premiership 
on 25 January.’? Since Hariri soon revealed that the March 14 
Coalition would not participate in a new cabinet under Migati,”’ 
he had to choose cabinet members largely from the March 8 
Coalition, despite his initial intention to form a ‘national unity 
government’. However, it took nearly five months for Migqati 
to form a new cabinet because of long-standing disputes over 
ministerial posts. The 30-member cabinet, which was finally 
established on 13 June, is composed of 18 ministers affiliated with 
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the March 8 Coalition and 12 ministers associated closely with 
Migati, Sulayman or Junblat (leader of the PSP).’2 

To analyse Migati’s relations with the Asad regime effect- 
ively, one must consider certain characteristics: Foreign Minister 
‘Adnan Mansur, a veteran Shi’a diplomat, is strongly supported 
by the Amal Movement; Defence Minister Fayiz Ghusn is a 
leading figure of the Marada Movement; and Justice Minister 
Shakib Qurtbawi is supported by the FNC. While the March 
8 Coalition’s support for Miqati required him to appoint these 
pro-Syrian figures to such key posts, to which Damascus also 
had to pay attention in terms of Syria’s national security and the 
STL’ activities, he might have calculated that showing goodwill 
towards the Asad regime would result in the March 8 Coalition’s 
solid support for him. 


Syrian Uprising 


Prime Minister Miqati has officially stated Lebanon's ‘disasso- 
ciation policy’ on the Syrian uprising.’ However, the March 14 
Coalition has criticized his stance because pursuing this policy 
has proved to be favourable for the Asad regime. 

In the regional/international arena, as a non-permanent UN 
Security Council member, Lebanon decided to disassociate itself 
from a council statement condemning violence in Syria in August 
2011." Later, in November, Lebanon voted against the Arab 
League’s decision to suspend Syria’s membership and impose pol- 
itical and economic sanctions on it.” Although Lebanon's top 
officials and lawmakers have disputed over his stance, Migati has 
defended Lebanon’s disassociation from all Arab League decisions 
regarding Syria and did not recognize the Syrian National Council 
(SNC), while most Arab and Western states recognized the oppos- 
ition body as ‘a legitimate representative of Syrians seeking peaceful 
democratic change’ in February 2012.” 

In the domestic scene, the Syrian army’s cross-border military 
operations, which have been conducted in the name of hunting 
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‘terrorists’, have not only resulted in the capture and killings of 
anti-regime figures fleeing from the country, but also damaged 
property in Lebanon and hurt the people. However, Miqati had 
initially tolerated the incursions of the Syrian army into Lebanese 
territory and hesitated to deploy the Lebanese army to the border 
area, which was strongly condemned by the March 14 Coalition. 
Indeed, after Interior Minister Marwan Charbil called for add- 
itional deployments of the Lebanese army to the Lebanese—Syrian 
border in January 2012,’ the Miqati cabinet finally decided to 
boost the army presence in the border area in July, which was 
ptaised especially by the March 14 Coalition.’® Additionally, in 
early September, Miqati informed the Syrian ambassador of the 
army's continuous shelling of Lebanese border towns.’? On the 
other hand, the Migati cabinet seems to have no intention of 
ceasing the deportation of Syrians to Damascus. In August, the 
cabinet decided to expel 14 Syrians (including the anti-regime 
figures); an action which soon evoked harsh criticism from the 
March 14 Coalition and concerns from the United States and 
European Union.®° 

The reason why Migati has generally pursued accommodating 
policies towards the Asad regime can primarily be explained 
by the identification of one of his partners in the cabinet, ie. 
the March 8 Coalition and in particular, Hizbullah, with the 
regime. However, it seems that a common political interest 
between Lebanon and Syria prompted Migqati initially to tolerate 
the incursions of the Syrian army into Lebanese territory. While 
the Syrian army aimed to capture the anti-regime figures, their 
inclusion of militant Islamists probably led Migati to rely on the 
army’s power to detain them to maintain Lebanon's stability. 


Summary 


As Prime Minister Migati has been supported by the March 
8 Coalition, its identification with Syria, especially the Asad 
regime, has largely shaped his policies towards the regime. 
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First, in his cabinet formation, Migati considered Syria’s inter- 
ests by nominating Foreign Minister Mansur, Defence Minister 
Ghusn and Justice Minister Qurtbawi, who were supported by 
the March 8 Coalition. However, it seems difficult to ignore his 
calculations that an alignment with Damascus might foster the 
March 8 Coalition’s support for him. 

Lebanon's policies of disassociating itself from the Arab League 
and UN Security Council, its initial tolerance of the Syrian 
army’s incursions into Lebanese territory and its decision to expel 
Syrians, including the anti-regime figures, can also be explained 
by the influence of the March 8 Coalition’s sympathy with the 
Asad regime on Migati’s policymaking. Furthermore, a common 
interest between Lebanon and Syria regarding the latter's efforts 
to capture militant Islamists might have initially led Miqati to 
allow the Syrian army’s incursions of Lebanese territory. 


CHAPTERS 


CONCLUSION 


The main aim of this chapter is to address the following question 
posed in the exordium of Chapter 1: Which theories of inter- 
national relations are most relevant, or are best-suited, to explain 
Lebanon’s relations — particularly its bandwagoning — with Syria 
since 1970? To answer this question, based on the summaries of 
Chapters 2, 3 and 4, the theoretical application is examined in 
the first section before extrapolating the lessons to more wide- 
ranging methodological issues in the second section. 


Theoretical Application 
Cases of Presidents Franjiya, Sarkis and Jumayyil 


The already-described actions and attitudes of the Lebanese 
presidents towards the Asad regime from 1970 to 1988 can be 
partially explained by the application of the theory of ‘com- 
plex realism’. As Harknett and Vandenberg (1997) explained, 
the existence of interrelated threats requires a state’s leadership 
to cope with mutually reinforcing internal and external chal- 
lenges. During the period, Lebanon’s Maronite presidents were 
challenged by interrelated external and internal threats from 
Syria, because of Lebanon’s disadvantageous balance of power 
with Syria and its maintenance of trans-state relations with 
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non-governmental actors in Lebanon, particularly the Muslim 
and Palestinian communities (although Damascus occasionally 
opposed them), which were generally powerful and in opposition 
to the Lebanese authorities. Considering these circumstances, the 
theory of ‘simple realism’, which presumes a unitary state, cannot 
be applied to the Lebanese case except during the brief period 
after the 1982 Israeli invasion, which weakened the power of 
pro-Syrian Lebanese non-governmental actors. 

By aligning Lebanon with the perceived less immediate 
external threat of Syria, President Sulayman Franjiya managed to 
contain the perceived greater internal threat of the strong coali- 
tion between the LNM and the PLO. President Ilyas Sarkis had 
initially attempted to contain Palestinian military activities by 
relying on Syrian power, although this resulted in failure mainly 
because of the fragmentation in the Arab world. The actions and 
attitudes taken by Franjiya and Sarkis, which complex realism 
would consider a form of ‘bandwagon—balance’, i.e. appeasing the 
Syrian regime as a perceived less immediate threat while resist- 
ing Syrian-backed Lebanese groups and figures as a perceived 
greater threat, resulted when both or either the LNM and/or the 
PLO violated Syria’s spirit of tolerance by violating its national 
interests. President Amin al-Jumayyil had initially attempted, 
as deduced by simple realism, to be a rational actor defending 
Lebanese sovereignty by aligning Lebanon with the United States 
and Israel against Syria within the context of the weakness of 
non-governmental actors, specifically Arab-oriented Muslim 
forces, in Lebanon and the intensification of the Cold War in the 
Middle East. However, as Syrian-backed Lebanese groups and fig- 
ures, particularly the NSF, soon recovered their power, one of the 
most important prerequisites on which simple realism is based, 
i.e. a unitary state, evaporated. In addition, the disastrous results 
for Lebanon, particularly the attacks against the MNF forces 
stationed in the country, led Jumayyil to improve his relation- 
ship with Damascus in order to win support from its Lebanese 
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allies, particularly the Druze and Shi'a forces, which according 
to complex realism would be considered a form of ‘double band- 
wagon’, i.e. appeasing the Syrian regime in order to get support 
from Syrian-backed Lebanese groups and figures. 

The reason why the Lebanese presidents were prepared to 
cooperate with the Syrian regime, either in the form of ‘bandwag- 
on—balance’ or ‘double bandwagon’ according to complex realism, 
when facing interrelated external and internal threats can be par- 
tially explained by Syrian support for the domestic status quo 
in Lebanon. For example, granting the Christian community a 
disproportionate number of seats in the Lebanese parliament as 
stipulated by the Constitutional Document of February 1976, 
as well as the Syrian army supporting the Lebanese government 
when the poor Shi’a community revolted in August 1987, may 
have appealed to Franjiya and Jumayyil, respectively. The Asad 
regime had also occasionally taken action to appease the Lebanese 
presidents, such as the Syrian army’s partial redeployment in 
January 1980, which may have softened Sarkis’s perception of 
Damascus despite the strained Maronite—Syrian relations at 
that time. 

On the other hand, as explained by the theory of construct- 
ivism, Lebanese identity also played a key role in determining 
the presidents’ actions and attitudes towards the Asad regime. 
Theoretically, the presidents’ Maronite identity led them to per- 
ceive Syria as a threat to Lebanese sovereignty. However, the 
Arab identity maintained by the majority of the Lebanese, par- 
ticularly the Muslim community, and the relative power of the 
Arab-oriented groups and figures, along with each president’s 
peculiar circumstances, constrained the presidents’ possible 
strategies. Thus, the Lebanese presidents were caught between 
the identity of their own community and that of the Muslim 
community, whose interests, as the state leaders, they had to sat- 
isfy, consequently forcing them to consider Syrian interests to a 
great extent. 
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In the case of Franjiya, he appeared to balance his Maronite 
identity and the Arab identity of the majority of the Lebanese, 
which was championed by Damascus and its Lebanese allies, par- 
ticularly the LNM—PLO coalition. Such an attempt at balancing 
was shown by his simultaneous preservation of Maronite prerog- 
atives within the Syrian-initiated Constitutional Document 
and the nomination of Syrian-backed Rashid Karami to the 
premiership. 

Regarding Sarkis, even after distancing himself from the 
Asad regime, he endeavoured not to further antagonize it, and 
worked with the Arab League in his attempts to pacify Lebanon. 
In other words, he avoided exclusive identification with a non- 
Arab notion of Maronite identity and, by appealing instead to 
the Arab identity of the majority of the Lebanese, attempted to 
appease both the Syrian regime and Muslim forces, although 
he was ultimately unsuccessful. He pursued the same aim with 
his consistent extension of the ADF’s mandate, whose primary 
support came from Syria. 

In the case of Jumayyil, his initial alignment with the US 
administration and Israel’s Likud government had been influ- 
enced by the Maronite community’s traditional perception of the 
West and Israel as its protectors. Even after his policies were 
strongly opposed by the Syrian-backed NSF forces, he attempted 
to gain US and Israeli support in containing the Lebanese allies 
backed by Damascus, but failed to do so. As Syria’s hegemony in 
Lebanon was increasingly restored by the NSF military offensive, 
he recognized the importance of considering the Arab identity 
of the Lebanese Muslim community and began to improve his 
relationship with the Asad regime. These events demonstrate 
that the types of actions and attitudes presumed by complex 
realism, i.e. ‘bandwagon—balance’ and ‘double bandwagon’, 
both of which can explain Lebanese presidents’ alignment with 
the Syrian regime, were not just a response to internal threats, 
but took into consideration the importance of identity. Indeed, 
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as constructivism argues, ‘threats’ are not self-evident but, rather, 
shaped by the actor’s identity. 

In addition to the theories of complex realism and construct- 
ivism, the theory of complex interdependence can be applied to 
explain the actions and attitudes taken by the Lebanese presi- 
dents towards the Asad regime. First, it is possible to posit that 
the multiple relationships that had been forged between Lebanon 
and Syria through their mutual engagement in financial affairs, 
trade and smuggling had promoted their shared economic inter- 
ests and thus influenced the policies of the Lebanese presidents. 
In fact, these multiple ties, along with the priority that Sarkis 
placed on maintaining good relations with the economic-oriented 
Sunni Prime Ministers Salim al-Huss and Shafig al-Wazzan, can 
explain why Sarkis never attempted to sever the relationship with 
Damascus despite the strained Maronite—Syrian relations. 

Second, Franjiya and the Asad regime had a common interest 
in holding his post until the official expiration of his presiden- 
tial term. By exploiting the Syrian need for Franjiya’s support to 
legitimize its Lebanese role, as well as his long-term personal 
relationship with the Asad family, Franjiya not only maintained 
his status and contained his rivals within the Maronite com- 
munity, but also managed to defend Lebanese sovereignty. The 
actions and attitudes taken by Franjiya reflected his calculation 
that aligning with the Syrian regime would fulfil his interests 
better than promoting his identity as a member of the Maronite 
community. 

Third, Jumayyil and the Asad regime appeared to have a 
shared interest in containing the revolt of the poor Lebanese Shi’a 
community in order to maintain stability in Lebanon. Hence, as 
explained by complex interdependence, the multiple transnational 
and interstate ties involving governmental and non-governmental 
actors in Lebanon and Syria, as well as their shared economic and 
political interests and interdependency, were important factors in 
shaping the Lebanese—Syrian relationships. 
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As discussed, the actions and attitudes taken by the Lebanese 
presidents towards the Asad regime can be predominantly 
explained by three theories of international relations: complex 
realism, constructivism and complex interdependence (although 
the less vulnerable party, the Syrian regime, had leverage over 
the more vulnerable figures, the Lebanese presidents). 


Case of Prime Minister Rafiq al-Hariri 


As explained by the theory of simple realism, the strong support 
that Prime Minister Rafiq al-Hariri enjoyed from not only 
Western governments, but also a wide range of the Lebanese 
population established a context within which he could 
behave as a rational actor defending Lebanese sovereignty by 
counterbalancing the power of Syria. During his first and second 
cabinet from 1992 to 1996, and after the formation of his fifth 
cabinet in 2003 in particular, Lebanon under Hariri occasionally 
either pressured Syria or attempted to negotiate with Israel by 
counting on the international and domestic support that he 
had acquired. Although it may initially appear that Lebanon’s 
balancing acts against Syria could be explained by simple 
realism, Hariri’s motivation for performing them was not based 
on his calculation of the power of external actors but, rather, his 
desire to both manipulate and appease Syrian-backed groups and 
figures in Lebanon. Specifically, Hariri’s overall aim was either to 
regulate Hizbullah’s military activities in southern Lebanon or 
to win the cooperation of Damascus’s allies in Lebanon in order 
to create the conditions necessary for the success of his economic 
recovery plan. 

Thus Hariri, as explained by the theory of complex realism, 
had to consider interrelated threats posed by Syria. That is, 
he was facing not only the powerful state as a neighbour, but 
also its close connections with Lebanese non-governmental 
actors, resulting from Lebanon’s non-unitary state formation 
(in addition, as manifested in Lebanon’s governing body called 
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the ‘troika’, the government itself was not unitary). Under these 
circumstances, it is true that Hariri balanced against the Syrian 
regime on several occasions by explicitly or implicitly aligning 
himself with the Western authorities to contain Syrian-backed 
Lebanese groups and figures, such as Hizbullah, President 
Emile Lahoud and Parliament Speaker Nabih Berri (‘double 
balance’, i.e. resisting, by aligning with the authorities of Israel, 
the United States and/or France, the Syrian regime in order to 
contain Syrian-backed Lebanese groups and figures). However, 
Hariri generally bandwagoned with Damascus to gain the 
support of these pro-Syrian actors (‘double bandwagon’), in spite 
of the restrictions imposed on Lebanese sovereignty. Specifically, 
he depended on Syria’s capacity to control Hizbullah’s military 
activities in southern Lebanon to prevent turmoil in Lebanon 
and attract foreign investment. He also recognized the need 
to take into account Syrian political and economic interests in 
Lebanon to gain support for his economic recovery plan among 
pro-Syrian actors while fulfilling their personal interests as well. 
Later, his ultimate alignment with the Asad regime regarding 
the extension of Lahoud’s term intended to secure the president’s 
cooperation in forming a new cabinet. 

While Hariri’s general tendency to align with the Syrian 
regime, applied to a type of actions and attitudes in the theory 
of complex realism, i.e. ‘double bandwagon’, can be partially 
explained by Damascus’s occasional appeasement of him (by 
restricting Hizbullah’s military activities in southern Lebanon 
and by taming its Lebanese allies), theoretical explanations based 
on such factors as identity (constructivism) and shared interests 
and interdependency (complex interdependence) can also explain 
his actions and attitudes towards the Syrians. First, although 
Hariri was a Sunni, he viewed the Syrian presence in Lebanon 
and Syrian-backed Hizbullah’s military activities in the south 
as threats to his economic reconstruction efforts because they 
impeded Western aid and investment. In this respect, his eco- 
nomic interests appear to have overshadowed his Sunni identity. 
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However, as a politician from Sunni-dominated West Beirut, he 
needed to consider the Sunni community’s Arab-oriented iden- 
tity, particular its sympathy for Syria, and its support for the 
resistance to Israel. In consequence, he occasionally demonstrated 
support for Hizbullah, particularly when Lebanese sympathy 
for the group mounted after massive Israeli attacks, and ultim- 
ately abandoned his plan to pursue the ‘Lebanon first’ option, 
albeit also on account of strong Syrian opposition to it. Thus, as 
explained by the theory of constructivism, his recognition of the 
Arab-oriented identity of his supporters influenced his actions 
and attitudes towards the Syrian regime. 

Second, while the Arab-oriented identity of his supporters 
led Hariri to take steps to appease Damascus, his consideration 
of shared Lebanese—Syrian economic and political interests and 
interdependency between them, according to the theory of com- 
plex interdependence, must certainly have influenced his decision 
to cooperate with the Syrian regime regarding certain issues. In 
particular, Lebanon’s permission for Syrians to work in Lebanon 
and Syria’s permission for Lebanese banks to operate in its free 
zones appeared to have benefited both states’ leaders including 
Hariri and reinforced their economic interdependency. In add- 
ition, the Lebanese and Syrian leadership had a shared political 
interest in preventing Lebanon from becoming ‘radicalized’. The 
Syrian regime feared that such ‘radicalization’ would develop 
into Lebanese mass opposition to its presence; Hariri feared that 
it would obstruct his economic reconstruction efforts, fortifying 
their political interdependency. 

As discussed, Hariri’s actions and attitudes towards the Syrian 
regime can be explained according to complex realism, construct- 
ivism and complex interdependence (although the less vulnerable 
party, the Syrian regime, had leverage over the more vulnerable 
figure, Hariri), three theories of international relations. On the 
other hand, Hariri’s more explicit balancing against the Syrian 
leadership after 2003 than he had occasionally done between 
1992 and 1996 (although he ultimately cooperated with it over 
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the extension of Lahoud’s presidential term in 2004) appears to 
have been influenced by the changed international dynamics of 
the Middle East where Lebanon found allies against Syria, i.e. the 
United States and France, the increasing anti-Syrian tendency 
among the Lebanese and the marginalization of his ‘friends’ in 
the Syrian regime such as Abd al-Halim Khaddam and Hikmat 
al-Shihabi, which decreased his interests in aligning himself with 
it. On this point, complex realism can presume both balancing 
and bandwagoning options for Lebanon’s relations with Syria, 
constructivism can explain shifts in identity among the Lebanese 
and complex interdependence can explain shifts in Lebanese and 
Syrian leaders’ shared interests, respectively. However, in order to 
examine why Hariri changed his actions and attitudes towards 
the Asad regime after 2003, an explanation deduced from simple 
realism, specifically neo-realism, that the systemic structure 
influences the Lebanese state’s behaviour appears to supplement 
the above explanation based on complex realism, constructivism 
and complex interdependence (although it is necessary to keep 
in mind the characteristic of the non-unitary Lebanese state). 
Specifically, while heretofore no ally was available with which 
Lebanon might balance against Syria, once Paris and Washington 
were prepared to back Hariri against Damascus, the range of his 
options expanded. 


Cases of Prime Ministers Siniora, Sa’d al-Hariri and Migqati 


Although Prime Minister Fouad al-Siniora was backed by 
the anti-Syrian March 14 Coalition, he took up the post 
with the support of the pro-Syrian March 8 Coalition. Hence, 
as the theory of constructivism suggests, Siniora had to con- 
sider the identification of the March 8 Coalition, specifically 
Hizbullah, with the Asad regime and, indeed, followed concili- 
atory policies towards Damascus. Through the formation of his 
two cabinets, Siniora installed pro-Syrian figures in the minis- 
terial posts of justice, defence and foreign affairs, as the Asad 
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regime was especially concerned about who assumed these posts 
in terms of Syria’s national security or the international investi- 
gation of Rafiq al-Hariri’s assassination. 

In addition, Siniora’s goodwill policy towards the Asad regime 
could be explained by the theory of complex realism. This means 
that Siniora calculated taking account of Syrian interests in 
Lebanon by installing pro-Syrian figures in the posts that were 
politically important for Syria and the impetus for the March 
8 Coalition's support of him, which applies to the strategy of 
‘double bandwagon’. Also, according to the theory of complex 
interdependence, the existence of economic interdependency 
between Lebanon and Syria could explain Siniora’s consideration 
of Syrian interests in the formation of his first cabinet. 

However, Siniora consistently supported the activities of the 
IHC and the STL, defying the Asad regime, which saw the 
IIIC and the STL as Western political tools solely designed to 
exert pressure upon itself. While admitting that the theory of 
simple realism, specifically neo-realism, can explain how the 
international isolation of Syria initiated Siniora’s policies, his 
domestic calculation that weakening Syria would adversely affect 
its Lebanese allies, particularly Hizbullah, played an important 
role under the non-unitary state formation in Lebanon. Thus, as 
deduced from the strategy of ‘double balance’ in complex realism, 
Siniora aligned with the US administration against the Syrian 
regime to contain Hizbullah, which was especially manifested in 
his commitments to UN Security Council Resolutions 1559 and 
1680 and Lebanon's military cooperation with the United States. 

The March 14 Coalition-backed Prime Minister Sa’d al-Har- 
iti had initially appeased the Syrian leadership through his 
cabinet formation, the policy statement of his cabinet and his 
meetings with President Bashar al-Asad. As explained by con- 
structivism, it is impossible to deny that the strong identification 
of the March 8 Coalition, which took part in the Hariri cab- 
inet, with the Asad regime initiated the premier’s conciliatory 
policies towards Damascus. However, at the same time, Hariri 
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calculated that these policies would lead to Hizbullah’s support 
for the STL, a strategy advocated by complex realism, i.e. ‘double 
bandwagon’. Also, as deduced from complex interdependence, a 
shared interest between Lebanon and Syria to prevent turmoil 
in Lebanon over the treatment of the STL can explain Hariri’s 
alignment with the Syrian regime. 

However, despite Hariri’s expectations, the Asad regime did 
nothing to change Hizbullah’s hostilities towards the STL and, 
furthermore, pressured him into abandoning Lebanon’s cooper- 
ation with the tribunal. Consequently, Hariri relied on the US 
and French authorities with the aim of forcing Hizbullah to 
cooperate with the STL, as explained by a strategy in complex 
realism, i.e. ‘double balance’. 

Unlike Siniora and Hariri, Prime Minister Najib Miqati has 
been supported by the March 8 Coalition. In effect, the coali- 
tion’s identification with the Asad regime, as well as Migqati’s 
calculation that aligning with the regime might result in the 
coalition’s solid support of him, affected his cabinet formation, 
which could be explained by constructivism and complex realism 
(specifically, ‘double bandwagon’), respectively. 

As Lebanon's disassociation policies at regional and inter- 
national levels, its initial tolerance of the Syrian army’s incursions 
into Lebanese territory and its decision to expel Syrians (including 
the anti-regime figures) were largely affected by the March 8 
Coalition’s identification with the Asad regime, constructivism 
has an explanatory power for these cases. At the same time, as 
explained by complex interdependence, a shared political interest 
between Lebanon and Syria over the capture of militant Islamists 
seems to have also influenced Migqati’s policymaking. 


Extrapolating Lessons to More Wide-Ranging 
Methodological Issues 


As discussed above, the actions and attitudes taken by Lebanese 
Presidents Franjiya, Sarkis and Jumayyil and Prime Ministers 
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Hariri (both Rafiq and Sa’d), Siniora and Migati towards the 
Syrian regime can be, in almost all the cases, explained according 
to three theories of international relations, ie. complex realism, 
constructivism and complex interdependence. By focusing 
on the key powerful figures directing the Lebanese state, this 
case study demonstrates that the relations of a penetrated weak 
state (in this case Lebanon) with a regional middle power (in 
this case Syria) cannot be, except in rare cases, explained by the 
state-to-state balance of power model, a major backbone of the 
theory of simple realism. Rather, it can only be understood by 
a combination of the following factors described by several the- 
ories, namely ‘omnialignment’ against interrelated external and 
internal threats described by complex realism, identity described 
by constructivism, and shared interests and interdependency 
described by complex interdependence. 

Under the complexity of Lebanese—Syrian relations, simple 
realism is useful in understanding Syrian behaviour. By subor- 
dinating its domestic groups, Syria has largely freed its foreign 
policy from domestic constraints and thus can be considered 
a unitary rational actor. In effect, external factors, specifically 
regional dynamics in the Middle East, have chiefly shaped Syria’s 
foreign policy, including its Lebanese policy and its placing of 
top priority on securing a national defence against Israel. In con- 
trast, the Lebanese state cannot be considered a unitary actor 
because of the multitude of actors who have influenced its behav- 
iour, which have included governmental (office-holding) and 
non-governmental groups and figures. Thus, while the regional 
dynamics have affected Lebanon’s relations with Syria, they have 
been more strongly influenced by domestic factors in Lebanon. 
As explained by complex realism, when Lebanese government 
leaders were facing internal and external threats simultaneously, 
they generally called on the support of external actors posing a 
less immediate threat to help them resist and appease a greater 
threat posed by internal actors, namely non-governmental groups 
and figures, particularly those backed by Syria. 
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For Lebanon, unlike Syria, the term ‘threat’ has not automat- 
ically referred to a particular state, either Israel or Syria, even 
though both have been more powerful contiguous states and even 
though both, especially Syria, have threatened Lebanese sover- 
eignty. In fact, Lebanese leaders have not necessarily considered 
the Syrian state as an unmitigated threat, because Lebanon is not 
a national state with a shared identity differentiated from that 
of Syria but rather a collection of sectarian communities, many 
of which have maintained trans-state ties with Syria. In conse- 
quence, irrespective of their own identity, Lebanon's top leaders 
have been forced to align themselves with the Syrian regime in 
order to secure their power and status, while the developments 
of their shared economic and political interests and interdepend- 
ency between various Lebanese and Syrian actors have also led 
the Lebanese leaders to do so. On examining this Lebanese— 
Syrian case study, it appears possible to conclude that a state’s 
perception of a ‘threat’ is strongly connected with and/or influ- 
enced by not only that state’s identity, but also the interests and 
interdependency that it shares with other states. As such, and in 
contrast to neo-realism’s assumption, the perception of a ‘threat’ 
is not configured a priori on the basis of a state’s power relative 
to other states. 

Although complex realism, constructivism and complex inter- 
dependence highlight different aspects of international relations, 
respectively, they share the assumption that states are not uni- 
tary and thus non-governmental actors exert much influence on 
their foreign relations. By offering a theoretical explanation for 
Lebanon’s relations with Syria, combined consideration of these 
three theories is not only a means of grasping various dimensions 
of Lebanese—Syrian relations, but also essential, considering the 
formation of the non-unitary Lebanese state. 

While simple realism can explain the behaviour of a consol- 
idated or coherent state, such as Syria, only a combination of 
complex realism, constructivism and complex interdependence 
can explain that of a penetrated weak state, such as Lebanon. 
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Thus, the employment of a single analytical approach cannot 
provide a sufficient framework for examination of a complex case 
study, in this case Lebanese—Syrian relations since 1970. As this 
conclusion results from the examination of one specific case, the 
validity of its widespread application within the field of inter- 
national relations must be verified by examining the cases of 
other penetrated weak states. Thus, this case study may provide 
a basis for constructing a novel and widely applicable theory for 
explaining the behaviour of penetrated weak states. 
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